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PREFACE 


I N ANY historical discussion of man’s belief 
in his existence beyond this earthly life it is 
necessary to recognize that at every known 
stage of human history, side by side with doubt 
and denial of any life beyond the grave, there 
has existed a great variety of concepts concern- 
ing the part of man that is to persist and the 
conditions of its persistence. On the nature of 
the “ soul,” its future powers and capacities, its 
abode, the duration of its future existence, and 
on a multitude of kindred topics, ordinary men 
have held and still hold the most divergent and 
the vaguest views; only theologians and phi- 
losophers attempt to form clear concepts on 
such difficult matters. Therefore the reader of 
the present essay will understand that the dis- 
cussion ought not to be closely limited to an- 
cient beliefs in the immortality of the soul, 
strictly speaking, but that every idea held in 
antiquity concerning the persistence of some 
part of man after death, whether for a limited 
period or for infinite time, may deserve a place 
[vii] 
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SO far as it has been influential on later thought; 
but the narrow limits of this book made it nec- 
essary to restrict its brief discussions to the 
most important doctrines. Moreover little at- 
tention has been given to ancient or modern 
denials of a life beyond the grave. Epicurean- 
ism, for example, important as it is in the his- 
tory of thought, is briefly dismissed; and mod- 
ern mechanistic views are omitted entirely. 

Again, since it is impossible to determine 
what influence, if any, the views of India and 
Eastern Asia have had in the West in the past, 
I make no mention of them; furthermore, after 
the rupture between the East and the West, I 
have left the Eastern Church out of my account. 

In the exposition of positive views it has 
seemed best to concentrate attention on certain 
great thinkers whose influence has been pre- 
eminent. It is comparatively easy to make the 
choice for antiquity; but the mediaeval pe- 
riod and modern times offer many difficulties. 
Hardly any two men will agree on the proper 
omissions; perhaps every reader will feel that 
some essential thinker has been neglected, and 
his feeling will probably be justified. 

Although the earlier discussions deal some- 
what with a variety of ancient views as to con- 
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tinuance after this life, whether for a time or 
forever, it has seemed better to limit the con- 
siderations of more modern beliefs in a future 
life to immortality proper, as defined by Kant 
in his Critique oj Practical Reason (II. 2.4) to 
the effect that the Immortality of the Soul 
means the infinitely prolonged existence and 
personality of one and the same rational being. 

I wish to express my gratitude to the authori- 
ties of the British Museum and of the Univer- 
sity of Cambridge for the privileges given me 
there; my obligations at home are too numer- 
ous to be recounted here in detail; yet I must 
make one exception, that I may thank my col- 
league, Professor Arthur Darby Nock, Froth- 
ingham professor of the History of Religion in 
Harvard University, for reading my manu- 
script and giving me valuable criticisms and 
suggestions, 

C. H. M. 
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ANCIENT BELIEFS 
IN THE IMMORTALITY OF 
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ANCIENT BELIEFS IN 
THE IMMORTALITY 
OF THE SOUL 


I. HOMER. ORPHISM. ELEU- 
SINIAN MYSTERIES 


A BELIEF that some part of man per- 
sists after death is well-nigh universal. 
In the Mediterranean area the scanty 
evidence that we have from the second mil- 
lenium before our era, within the range of the 
Minoan-Mycenaean Age, seems to indicate that 
the ancestors of the later Greeks, or at least 
of their predecessors, whoever they may have 
been, gave tendance to their dead, or perhaps 
worshiped them; and it is probable that the 
Hellenic stocks, which later descended into the 
lands that they were to possess, brought similar 
practices with them, and continued the faith- 
ful service of their predecessors.^ 

Our earliest literary evidence is given us by 
the Iliad and Odyssey. The Homeric man did 
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not doubt that ghostly images of mortals ex- 
isted after death, insubstantial shades whose 
dreary lot held them beneath the earth, or kept 
them far out in the darkness by the stream of 
Oceanus, where Hades rules. Save for a few 
individuals there was no special punishment or 
reward for the deeds done in this life; the great 
majority of shades had no ethical recompense; 
nothing awaited them but a dull, cheerless ex- 
istence which, compared with the joy and 
brightness of life on earth, was almost less than 
nothing. “ Speak not lightly to me of death, 
glorious Odysseus. For so I might be on earth, 
I would rather be the servant of another, of a 
poor man who had little substance, than to be 
lord over all the dead.” ^ Thus sadly spake to 
Odysseus the shade of god-like Achilles. The 
faint shadows of former men to the mind of the 
Homeric hero apparently had little power to 
bless or harm the living, who gave them scanty 
tendance and still less worship. It is true that 
in his passionate grief for his friend Patroclus, 
Achilles made great offerings at his funeral of 
honey and oil, horses, dogs, sheep, cattle, and 
twelve Trojan youths, while all the night he 
poured libations on the burning pyre." Odys- 
seus promised the shades that came gibbering 
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to his magic draughts of blood, honey, milk, and 
wine and his offerings of barley grains, that 
when he had reached home he would sacrifice 
to them a barren cow/ But these are the only 
reminiscences in the epics of matters which 
were apparently of great concern in the age 
before Homer and which played a large part in 
the religious practices of later centuries. The 
Olympian religion tended to drive out or to 
obscure the worship of the dead. The nobles 
for whom Homer sang seem to have neglected 
or largely abandoned the ideas connected with 
such cults which, however, continued elsewhere 
and in other classes of society: indeed excava- 
tions have thus far shown that the tendance or 
worship of the departed was not the same in 
every locality or at all times.® 

But in the sixth century our evidence as to 
beliefs in the continued existence of the soul 
after this life becomes more abundant. The 
cult of heroes, a class of daemones which in- 
cludes chthonic divinities, great mortals of an 
earlier age, and according to some scholars 
“ faded gods ” of a remoter time, is widely at- 
tested. Certainly the second class just named 
owed its existence to the conviction that some 
mortals at least might put on immortality — a 
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belief that ultimately found its baneful expres- 
sion in the doctrine of the divinity of kings and 
in the practice of the apotheosis of emperors. 
But not the great alone might now hope for 
immortality; the ordinary man could attain 
that boon through sacrament and religious 
exercise. 

By the seventh and sixth centuries before 
our era the Greek world had greatly changed 
from that society which is represented in the 
Homeric poems. Colonial expansion had wid- 
ened men’s thoughts; trade and industry had 
brought in wealth through the power of which 
a new aristocracy arose to dispute the ancient 
claims of birth. The city-state replaced the old 
tribal organization, while ancient custom lost 
its power before written constitutions. Many 
men began to claim a share in politics and so- 
ciety which their fathers had never dared de- 
mand; and more than this, in their new self- 
consciousness, they began to question the 
meaning of this world of men and gods, to ask 
whence they came and whither they were go- 
ing. Philosophy arose; side by side with ra- 
tionalism a mysticism developed and new reli- 
gious ideas became prominent, which were of 
the greatest significance as touching the nature 
[ 6 ] 
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and destiny of the soul. The most important 
religious movement of this later time is that 
known as Orphism. Who Orpheus, its alleged 
founder, was we probably shall never know: 
he appears as a Thracian, a wonder-working 
musician, a priest of the god Dionysus: the 
founder of the Bacchic or Dionysiac mysteries. 
In any case the movement which bears his name 
was a development or a modification of the 
orgiastic rites of the Phrygio-Thracian Diony- 
sus long known in Greek lands. 

The ecstatic worship of this god, in which 
the devotee, spurred on by wild music and 
orgiastic dance, made unconscious of time or 
place, in frenzy tore living creatures asunder 
and devoured their raw flesh, was strangely 
foreign to the cult of the Olympians; but it 
offered an outlet to religious emotions which 
devotion to those staider gods could not give. 
Originally these Bacchic rites were probably 
intended to recall the dead god of vegetation 
back to life in the spring. The rebirth of such 
divinities has oftentimes become the warrant 
of man's hope of a renewed life for himself 
after his dead body, like the withered husks of 
grain, has been laid away to crumble into dust. 
Moreover through the wild Orphic ritual the 
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devotee was “taken out of himself,” his soul 
seemed for the time to be freed from the ham- 
pering body, to become one with the very god, 
so that the worshiper might claim for himself 
the divine name piiKxos. All this was religious 
intuition, devoid as yet of rational support; 
but in it lay implicit a belief in the dual nature 
of man — body and soul — the one of the earth 
mortal, the other divine; and it was natural to 
hope that, as the soul in its temporal freedom 
from the body enjoyed a divine life for the 
moment, so, when it should have finally de- 
parted from its present corporeal home, it 
would live forever with the god. 

This intuitional belief or hope was sup- 
ported by a sacred myth according to which 
man was sprung from the ashes of the Titans, 
those hostile powers whom Zeus had consumed 
with his thunderbolt as punishment for tearing 
in pieces and devouring the youthful god 
Dionysus. These ashes of the Titans still con- 
tained a divine spark of the god in the midst of 
their earthy matter: hence man’s double na- 
ture — the soul divine, the body mortal and 
wicked. In this way the Dionysiac sectaries 
accounted for man’s inner struggle: they per- 
ceived that he is both pulled by the baser mo- 
[ 8 ] 
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tives of the flesh and prompted by the nobler 
aspirations of the soul. Their aim then was to 
purify the soul from the defilement of its cor- 
poreal home that in purity it might enjoy its 
proper life. This end might not be quickly 
accomplished: many rounds of life and death 
were needed before purification could be com- 
plete. While on earth man must follow a 
course of life marked by prohibitions of which 
the most important was that which forbade the 
eating of flesh and certain other foods; a ritual 
was developed with initiations, liturgies, and 
magic incantations for the purification and se- 
curity of the devotee. In Hades the soul’s lot 
was determined by its former life on earth: 
“ They who are righteous beneath the rays of 
the sun, when they die have a gentler lot in a 
fair meadow by deep-flowing Acheron. But 
they who have worked wrong and insolence 
beneath the rays of the sun are led down be- 
neath the watery plain of Cocytus into chill 
Tartarus.” ® According to a common belief, 
when a thousand years of joy or punishment 
had been passed in the abode of the dead, the 
soul was born again into a mortal body for a 
new sojourn on earth, which might indeed be 
spent in other than human form: “Wherefore 
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the rhanging souI of man, in the cycles of time, 
passes into various creatures: sometimes it is 
a horse, again it is a sheep, then a bird dread 
to see; again it takes the form of a dog with 
heavy voice, or as a chill snake creeps along 
the sacred earth.” ’’ Thus the soul passed from 
earth to Hades and back to earth again, each 
sojourn here or in the world below being a 
season of trial, punishment, and purification. 
Both realms rejected the most wicked, accord- 
ing to the philosopher-poet, Empedocles : 
"There is an oracle of Necessity, an ancient, 
eternal decree of the gods sealed with strong 
oaths: when one in sin stains his hands with 
murder, or when another joining in strife 
swears falsely, they become spirits who have 
long life as their portion, who are doomed to 
wander thrice ten thousand seasons far from 
the blessed, being born in the course of time 
into all forms of mortal creatures, shifting 
along life’s hard paths. For the might of the 
air drives them to the sea and the sea spews 
them on the ground, and the land bares them 
to the rays of the bright sun, and the sun 
throws them in whirls of ether. One receives 
them from another, but all hate them. Of this 
number am even I now, an exile from God 
[ 10 ] 
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and a wanderer, for I put my trust in mad 
strife.” « 

What the ultimate fate of the wicked was 
to be, we have no clear knowledge — they may 
have been doomed to eternal rounds of exist- 
ence, or to endless punishment in Hades; but 
we are told that in the Orphic hell the most 
horrible torments were inflicted on the sinful 
whose fate was no less fearful than the physi- 
cal tortures of the damned in later Christian 
thought. 

Those, however, who through successive re- 
incarnations were finally purified, apparently 
left earth and Hades behind to live in freedom 
with the gods. On Orphic tablets discovered 
in Italy and Crete we find the triumphant soul 
joyfully addressing the gods: “ I come from the 
pure. . . For I boast myself to be of your 
race. . . I have escaped from the sorrowful 
weary round, I have entered with eager feet 
the ring desired. I have passed to the bosom 
of the mistress queen of the lower world.” In 
answer comes the assurance; “O happy and 
blessed one, thou shalt be god instead of 
mortal.” * 

Certain significant facts are clear from this 
brief exposition. The Homeric hero regarded 
[ ii] 
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this world as his most desirable abode; the 
Orphic devotee turned his gaze to the world 
beyond and thought his earthly life was of mo- 
ment only as one stage toward a future life in 
which he was to realize his complete happiness; 
he felt that his mortal body was a hampering, 
sinful thing, but that his soul was divine and 
hence immortal. His ultimate happiness de- 
pended on purity from sin. Thus a power- 
ful moral motive was introduced into Greek 
thought, a motive which was to be of the great- 
est ethical consequence. 

Orphic ideas were shared in no small part 
by the Pythagoreans; they spread to many 
parts of Greece, degenerating in the hands of 
charlatans, who offered salvation to all who 
would resort to their magic initiations and 
ritual, or supplying the nobler spirits with in- 
spiration and a higher course of life. We can- 
not now tell what proportion of the people was 
affected by these ideas. At the best the Orphic 
confidence in the immortality of the soul rested 
only on an intuition; it was simply an emo- 
tional belief, parallel in a way to the hope 
cherished by those initiated in the mysteries at 
Eleusis. 

The Eleusinian mysteries, celebrated from 
[ 12 ] 
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an unknown antiquity, had reached a devel- 
oped form as early as the seventh century be- 
fore our era; they continued to be practised 
until A.D. 396, when Alaric the Goth destroyed 
the sanctuary at Eleusis. In these mysteries 
life after death was taken for granted: there 
was no argument adduced to support that be- 
lief. Those who had been initiated into the 
rites of Demeter were assured a happy life here- 
after, while the uninitiate were doomed to a 
sad fate in the house of Hades. Thus here 
the means by which joy and security were to 
be obtained were ritualistic; and, in accord 
with a certain habit of the human mind, con- 
fidence in the efficacy of the ritual persistently 
remained the initiates’ chief assurance to the 
end, although by the fifth century before our 
era a moral significance had been given the 
rites.^® 

It is impossible, however, to determine how 
widespread beliefs in a life after death were 
among the great mass of the Greek people in 
antiquity. Grave monuments usually show 
us scenes from this life rather than give us 
glimpses of a world beyond; sepulchral inscrip- 
tions down to the middle of the fifth century 
are silent as to a future existence; after that 
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date we occasionally find an expression of hope 
or confidence in a posthumous life. Yet si- 
lence cannot be taken as proof that the relatives 
of the dead had no belief in the soul’s continu- 
ance; nor need we take the flippant epigrams 
or cynical declarations of a later age as war- 
rants for the thoughts of all men. In fact there 
probably existed among the ancients every 
variety of belief and doubt that can be found 
in latter times.^^ Certain it is that the wide- 
spread expectation of an existence beyond the 
grave and the passionate desire for future se- 
curity that prevailed in the Hellenistic and 
Roman periods were rooted in ancient hope 
and confidence. New ideas as to the nature 
of the soul and the place of its abode hereafter, 
new impulses to hope, and new concepts of re- 
ward and punishment arose with the passing of 
the centuries; but on the whole the history of 
Greek belief in some kind of a future life is 
probably unbroken even from pre-Hellenic 
centuries. 


[14] 
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I T WAS during the latter half of the fifth 
century before our era that philosophy took 
up her abode in Athens. In the intellectual 
ferment that accompanied the disasters of the 
Peloponnesian War attention was turned to a 
consideration of man’s relation to his fellows 
and of his place in the universe by the specula- 
tions of the Sophists and above all by the per- 
sistent questionings of Socrates whose greatest 
follower, Plato, was destined to exert a mighty 
and lasting influence on human thought and 
belief. Before him, as we have already seen, 
confidence in the continued existence of the 
soul after death was based on religious hope 
and intuition: it remained for the founder of 
the Academy to give that confidence a rational 
basis, or at least a basis that supported hu- 
man longings with comforting and assuring 
arguments. 

In the Phaedo, which reports the conversa- 
tion of Socrates with his friends on the day of 
his death, the master is represented as cheer- 
[iS] 
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ing his sorrowing companions with arguments 
to prove that the true philosopher is a man who 
recognizes that he is a “ chattel ” of God, and 
who therefore is ready to die whenever it is 
God’s will; for Socrates is confident that the 
good and wise gods to whom man belongs and 
who watch over him here will not fail to care 
for him after death. Such is the faith that en- 
courages him to face death not only calmly, but 
with the hope that after this life he may enjoy 
the company of the best who have gone before 
him: that is, he believes that the life after death 
for the true philosopher will be better than this 
mundane existence. His confidence in a happy 
hereafter for the good and wise therefore is 
based first of all on his faith in the goodness of 
the Divine — the faith in which he has lived, 
and which he will not now give up in the face 
of death, for to do so would be to prove false 
to all his past. 

The true philosopher, according to Socrates, 
is in fact engaged in nothing else but the “ prac- 
tice ” of dying, the “ rehearsal ” of being dead; 
for the soul in this life, being constantly en- 
slaved by the desires and weaknesses of the 
body, is prevented from perceiving the true na- 
ture of anything and from grasping the truth: 
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if therefore a man is ever to know anything ab- 
solutely, his soul must be freed from the do- 
minion of the body that he may see the actual 
realities with its eyes alone. Lovers of knowl- 
edge then will strive to avoid association and 
communion with the body so far as possible, 
keeping themselves pure from it until God him- 
self shall set them free, for only so may they 
perhaps know the truth here on earth and be 
prepared to grasp it fully when the soul shall 
be wholly freed from its corporeal home. This 
is what the true philosophers mean by the 
“ practice ” of dying, for they endeavor, so far 
as in them lies, to keep the soul pure from the 
body in tliis life that they may now have in 
some degree the vision of that which they shall 
clearly see when the soul is freed by death. 
Therefore the lover of knowledge does not 
fear to die. But common men cannot under- 
stand that attitude.^^ 

Thus far in their discourse the immortality 
of the soul has been taken for granted, but now 
the friends of Socrates desire reasons for be- 
lieving that it is so. The first argument that 
the master offers is based on the doctrine of 
“opposites,” which was a commonplace of 
early Greek speculation on physical questions. 
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According to it we observe everywhere oppo- 
sites — greater and smaller, better and worse, 
stronger and weaker, more just and unjust, etc. 
A man becomes stronger by becoming less 
weak, and so on: that is, opposites come out of 
opposites. This principle, Socrates argues 
must apply to life and death: the dead comes 
from the living and the living from the dead; 
and this conclusion accords with common ob- 
servation; for we are all familiar with the phe- 
nomenon of dying, which is changing from life, 
and we must believe that “ becoming alive ” is 
actually “ becoming the opposite of dying,” and 
therefore that life comes from death. So Soc- 
rates finds support for the “ ancient tale ” that 
he remembers, which says that when men die 
they go to Hades, and then after a time return 
to earth. This is none other than the Orphic 
doctrine of rebirths long current in Greek 
thought and known even to the unlettered. 
But this belief presupposes that the soul sur- 
vives the vicissitudes of the body.^° 

At this point the Theban Cebes interrupts 
to say that that same conclusion might have 
been reached by using the master’s own fa- 
miliar argument that all learning is only the 
recollection of something known before. But 
[i8] 
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a second disciple, Simmias, declares that he 
does not recall that argument very well and 
begs Socrates to give them the proofs that they 
may understand. So Socrates complies and 
says that if by proper questioning we can se- 
cure from even an ignorant man the correct 
solution of a problem, it must be that the man 
has simply had the truth “recalled to him,” 
that he has been “ reminded ” of something that 
he has known before. This may be most easily 
perceived in connection with geometry.^** 
Therefore we can understand that there is such 
a thing as absolute equality, although we can 
never perceive through the senses that any two 
objects are exactly equal, but only that they 
are approximately equal; yet this approximate 
relation of which our senses tell us “ reminds ” 
us that perfect equality exists in itself: it is 
through this concept of ideal equality that we 
are able to estimate approximate equality. 
The same is true of beauty, goodness, justice, 
holiness, and all other essences or ideals. But 
we could not be reminded of ideal equality by 
approximate equality unless we already knew 
what the ideal was; and since we cannot imag- 
ine that we have acquired these ideal concepts, 
or have gained this knowledge of absolute 
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truths at birth, there is but one conclusion left 
us, or as Socrates puts the matter: “ Then may 
we not say, Simmias, that if, as we are always 
repeating, there is an absolute beauty, and 
goodness, and an absolute essence of all things; 
and if to this, which is now discovered to have 
existed in our former state, we refer all our sen- 
sations and with this compare them, does it 
not necessarily follow that as these absolute 
essences exist, so our souls have had an exist- 
ence before we were born; but if these abso- 
lutes do not exist, there would be no force in 
the argument ? And must it not equally follow 
that the ideas do exist and that our souls also 
had an existence before we were born; and that 
if these ideas do not exist, our souls did not 
exist either.” 

Although Simmias and Cebes readily grant 
that the pre-existence of the soul is sufficiently 
established, they still feel that this does not 
prove that the soul is immortal and naturally 
desire to hear further on this point. In answer 
Socrates suggests that if they accept the earlier 
argument based on opposites, the continued ex- 
istence of the soul need not be doubted. But 
to still all childish fears he proceeds to argue 
that the soul is of the same simple and un- 
[ 20 ] 
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changing nature as the ideas; being uncom- 
pounded it will not change or vary as do things 
which we perceive through the senses — such 
things as men, or horses, or clothes. More- 
over the soul is naturally the ruler and governor 
of the body; but to govern is a function of 
the divine. Now since the soul resembles the 
divine, indeed is the very likeness of the di- 
vine, the immortal, the intelligible, the uniform, 
the indissoluble, and the unchangeable, while 
the body is closely akin to every opposite of the 
soul’s nature, the soul must be naturally eter- 
nal, and on her departure from the body, if she 
has kept herself free from pollution, must go 
to a life of bliss, to the company of the gods. 
But if a soul, falsifying her true nature, has 
been enamored of the body and has been pol- 
luted by sensual joys, then she must pay the 
penalty by a cycle of rebirths. Only the soul 
that loves wisdom can attain to divinity, that 
is, to immortality. 

We need not pause now to enlarge upon the 
ethical doctrine here set forth: in a word it is 
that the soul which has been concerned with 
things that are eternal rather than the things 
that are temporal and changing, must thereby 
become itself eternal, that is, divine, immortal. 

[ 21 ] 
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Obviously this doctrine is far more than the 
familiar doctrine of the indissolubility of “a 
simple substance,” for here the soul’s happiness 
depends on its devotion to the noblest purposes, 
to wisdom. 

Yet Simmias and Cebes are not wholly satis- 
fied: the former feels that from Socrates’s argu- 
ment concerning the soul and the body, it may 
weU be that the soul is the “ harmony ” of the 
body; and that just as the harmony of the lyre, 
which is incorporeal and invisible, can hardly 
be said to exist when the strings of the lyre are 
loosed or the instrument is broken, so it may 
be that the soul ceases to exist when the body 
is broken up. Cebes for his part cannot see 
that anything has been proved beyond the pre- 
existence of the soul. Granting that the soul 
is stronger than the body, like a weaver mak- 
ing a succession of cloaks, the soul may make 
and wear out a number of bodies and in the 
process it may itself grow old like the weaver, 
become exhausted, and die. 

Socrates alone is undismayed by these seri- 
ous objections. He first warns his friends 
against a hatred of ideas, a lack of faith in argu- 
ments, which may arise from ignorance of the 
art of reasoning; then he quickly removes the 
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objection that Simmias has raised by pointing 
out that if the soul is the harmony of the body 
it cannot have existed before the body. But 
Simmias is convinced by the doctrine of recol- 
lection that it does exist before it is incorpo- 
rated in man’s visible frame. Next Socrates 
turns to Cebes, whose fear that the soul may 
wear out her energy and cease to be is a more 
serious matter, as the modern mechanistic in- 
terpretation of nature shows. First Socrates 
acquaints his friends with the course of his own 
studies and development. When a young man 
he was greatly given, he says, to the study of 
the natural sciences, and earnestly examined 
the teachings of the earlier philosophers and 
men of science from the Milesians to Anax- 
agoras, only in the end to be left in complete 
disappointment and doubt. Then he fell back 
on that method of reasoning which is familiar 
in mathematics, wherein we investigate truth 
by making postulates or propositions, which 
we then test by examining the consequences. 
If the consequences of a postulate are found 
to correspond with facts we may regard it as 
true. So he came to postulate the existence of 
absolute beauty, goodness, greatness, and the 
like; by partaking of these absolutes, indi- 
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vidual things become beautiful, or good, or 
great. These are the real “ forms,” the 
“ ideas,” which are permanent and unchanging. 

All his listeners having now assented to his 
method of argument and to its conclusions, 
Socrates proceeds to the most convincing proof 
of the soul’s immortality. By apt illustrations 
he shows that no “ form ” can ever unite with 
the opposite “form”: we may, for example, 
not say of Simmias that he possesses both 
“ greatness ” and “ smallness ” of stature, but 
only that he is taller than Socrates and shorter 
than Phaedo; nor can we maintain that the 
integer three participates at once in the form 
“ odd ” and the opposite form “ even.” The 
“ even ” cannot enter into three, for if it could 
it would cause the “ odd” to retreat: the very 
nature of the integer would be completely 
changed and we should have in its place an even 
number, say two; or else the “odd” would 
maintain itself and the integer three would be 
unchanged. No number can be odd and even 
at the same time. Thus forms are seen to be 
essentials of the objects under discussion. But 
life is an essential of the soul: it is alive and 
brings life to any body in which it dwells. It 
cannot admit the opposite of life, that is, death. 
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Therefore the soul is imperishable; but that 
which does not perish is immortal. So we must 
believe that when the body dies the soul does 
not cease to be, but rather withdraws to some 
other place. 

We must not think that Plato was convinced 
of the perfect validity of these arguments. To 
his master and to him alike, a belief in immor- 
tality seems to have been in the end an act of 
faith which they supported by persuasive rea- 
soning. In the Phaedo Socrates proceeds to 
turn his arguments to the practical bearing 
that a belief or faith in the soul’s immortality 
has on the conduct of life: if we once admit 
that a confidence in the immortal nature of the 
soul is not irrational, the “ tendance of the 
soul ” is obviously man’s greatest interest, for 
on the character that his soul carries over into 
the next world will depend its happiness or its 
sorrow.’^® This, however, is not the place to 
enlarge on Plato’s cogent ethics. We must 
rather return to a third and more convincing 
argument. 

In the Phaedrus Socrates reasons thus: 
“ Every soul is immortal, for that which is ever 
in motion is immortal; but that which moves 
another and is moved by another, in ceasing to 
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move ceases to live. Only the self-moving, 
since it never leaves itself, never ceases to 
move; but this is also the source and begin- 
ning of motion to all that moves besides. The 
beginning, however, is unbegotten, for every- 
thing that is begotten must have a beginning, 
yet the beginning is not begotten of anything; 
for if the beginning were begotten of anything, 
it would not be a beginning, and since it is not 
begotten, it must also be indestructible. Thus 
that which moves itself must be the beginning 
of motion; and this can be neither destroyed 
nor begotten. But since that which is moved 
by itself has been seen to be immortal, he who 
says that this self-motion is the essence and 
the very idea of the soul, will not be put to 
shame.” 

It is clear that whenever Plato (or Socrates) 
discusses the soul in connection with the im- 
material “forms,” the “ideas,” which are at 
once the cause of all things and the bases of 
all reality, he shows or assumes that these 
“ideas” are known to us only through the 
reason. The senses can perceive nothing but 
corporeal things, the transient material objects 
of the sensuous world; it is the intellect that 
apprehends the invisible realities. But these 
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real “ forms ” are eternal, and it must be that 
man’s reason, by which alone they can be ap- 
prehended, is of the same nature, or it could 
have no knowledge of them; accordingly the 
reasoning soul must be eternal, immortal, 
knowing neither creation nor death. 

Whether Plato believed that the individual 
souls retained their individuality after death 
has been a matter of dispute among the learned. 
Nowhere does he explicitly state his views on 
this point, but it is somewhat hard to under- 
stand his emphasis on the individual, his nu- 
merous arguments to establish the immortality 
of the individual soul, and the implications con- 
tained in his ethical discussions, without think- 
ing that he took it for granted that the indi- 
vidual soul was eternal.^® Yet it is important 
to keep in mind that the Greeks laid less stress 
on the survival of individual consciousness 
than Christians have been inclined to do, and 
that when Greek philosophers speak of the 
soul as being eternal they do not always inter- 
pret “eternity” to be an “endless continua- 
tion of time,” as is commonly done by careless 
thinkers. 

As we have already seen, the Orphics and 
their philosophic brothers, the Pythagoreans, 
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apparently were the first among the Greeks to 
conceive of life after death primarily as a re- 
tributive state in which rewards and punish- 
ments are to be meted out according to the 
soul's deserts; nor was it to their minds in 
Hades alone that the soul suffered or enjoyed 
its just recompense, for its successive incarna- 
tions were also periods of retribution and puri- 
fication until the rounds of existence were ac- 
complished and the soul entered into its final 
state. It has also been shown how Plato too 
accepted the doctrine of palingenesis and re- 
tributive justice here and in Hades, securing 
thereby a powerful ethical argument: only the 
soul of the true philosopher who thinks that it 
must accept the deliverance from the bondage 
of the body that philosophy offers and to the 
extent of its powers abstains from sensual 
pleasures, desires, pains, and fears, may secure 
release after three rebirths, provided that soul 
has each time chosen a higher life. Then the 
soul shall be free and may depart to dwell with 
the gods.^® 

Thus as early as the sixth century at least, 
men had passed from the idea of mere continu- 
ance after death to a belief in rewards and pun- 
ishments hereafter for the deeds done in the 
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flesh. Undoubtedly the Orphics, like a con- 
siderable proportion of men in all ages, includ- 
ing the present, conceived of very carnal and 
earthly rewards in that unearthly future exist- 
ence — notions which called forth Plato’s scorn 
and ridicule. To him the recompense of virtue 
was to be found in becoming like God, so far as 
possible. This he counted the greatest reward 
that reasoning man can receive or desire.^® 
This he felt to be a great religious truth, not 
absolutely demonstrated by intellectual proc- 
esses, but a noble faith and a high conviction 
of supreme significance for the conduct of life, 
since under its impulse man ever sought for 
real virtue, living justly and dying bravely. So 
great an impression have Plato’s convictions 
made on men that their influence on later think- 
ers, ethical and religious, has been and still is 
profound. 

Plato was by nature a poet, with a deep 
strain of religious mysticism in his nature. He 
starts with the concept of the soul as something 
apart from the body, belonging to a different 
world from that of the body, and therefore pre- 
existent and independent. Hence his thorough- 
going dualism which causes him to treat body 
and soul as distinct entities, although in what 
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we call human life they appear in combination. 
This duality of soul and body was parallel to 
his doctrine of “ forms ” of “ ideas,” to which 
we have already referred. According to this 
doctrine there exists behind this transient and 
multiform world of phenomena known to us 
through our senses a real and permanent world 
of “ forms,” “ ideas,” which can be appre- 
hended only by reason. The “ forms ” are the 
eternal realities, and the individual object per- 
ceived by us owes its existence solely to the 
fact that matter has “partaken” of the 
“ form ” whereby it has secured its temporary 
existence. We may best use Plato’s own 
homely illustrations from the beginning of the 
tenth book of the Republic, where Socrates 
and Glaucon are conversing. There Glaucon 
readily agrees to his master’s proposition that 
although there are many beds and tables in the 
world, there are only two “ ideas ” or “ forms,” 
one of bed, the other of table. The carpenter 
makes us a bed or a table by working his mate- 
rial in accordance with the “ idea ” of bed or 
table, by causing matter to “ partake ” of the 
“form,” the “idea.” The individual table or 
bed therefore is only a transient copy of the 
reality, that is, of the “ idea ” or “ form,” by 
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sharing in which it gains its own temporal ex- 
istence. These illustrations, although Plato’s 
own, if taken by themselves, may readily be 
misleading, for they explain the nature of only 
material individual things such as we see about 
us every day. But, as we have seen above, 
Plato’s doctrine of “ ideas,” “ forms,” is thor- 
ough-going and holds as strongly for what we 
call the abstract as for the sensible world: the 
righteous man is good because he partakes of 
the idea of goodness, the beautiful statue is 
beautiful in so far as it partakes of the idea of 
beauty, and so on through the whole range. 
This world of “ ideas,” of “ forms,” alone has 
real existence, and it exists quite apart from 
the phenomenal world; the latter comes into 
being only through sharing in the real world 
of “ forms,” which exist in the mind of God. 
Plato holds thus to a thorough-going dualism: 
in the macrocosm the phenomenal world is set 
over against the ideal world, in the microcosm 
man’s material body is contrasted with the im- 
mortal soul. 

Plato started with a religious presupposition, 
and then proceeded to develop his teachings 
with special reference to religion and ethics. 
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His greatest pupil Aristotle, however, looked 
upon the world from the biological point of 
view and endeavored to interpret the soul from 
his observation of the living organism. 

Employing the same wide freedom that 
earlier philosophers exhibited in the use of the 
Greek word psyche, “soul,” Aristotle defined 
the “ soul ” as the principle of life; and as he 
made a distinction between three levels of liv- 
ing beings — vegetable, animal, and man — 
so he recognized three grades of psychical ac- 
tivity or function. All living beings of every 
sort depend upon nutritive or assimilative 
functions and are subject to growth and de- 
cay; so that, according to the Stagirite, we 
must recognize in all living creatures, from 
the lowest to the highest, the presence of 
a nutritive element BpeirTLKbv) or soul 
(i) BpeivTiKi] rpvx’fl) by virtue of which all things 
possess life. In contrast to vegetable organ- 
isms, all animals possess sensation (rd aicrdr]- 
tlk6v) and consequently appetency — they feel 
pleasure and pain, they are prompted by desire 
and dislike. Therefore we must recognize in 
all animals an “ appetitive soul ” {t6 6p€ktlk6v) 
which accompanies the “ nutritive ” soul. But 
man, and any other being that may be superior 
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to him, has the power of thinking (rd diavorj- 
TiKbv) and intellect (vovs). This intellect, 
peculiar to man and possible higher beings, 
is at once active (t6 ttoiovv) and passive 
(t 6 8eK.Tt.Kbv) : the latter element is the potential 
element of the mind — it must be receptive 
{rb Tcb.ffxov) of the object of thought, just as 
the senses are receptive of impressions from 
sensible objects; through the active element 
the potentiality becomes an actuality and 
thinking then results. The soul in this sense 
Aristotle maintains has been well called the 
“place of forms or ideas”; but he con- 
tinues, “ the part of the soul which we call in- 
tellect is nothing at all before it thinks.” The 
active element in the soul he holds is always 
in action; and that on this activity depends 
all reasoning. This part of the soul is for him 
“alone immortal and eternal” (adavarov Kal 
&tSiov ) 

In thus allowing that the active reason is 
immortal and eternal Aristotle is clearly in- 
consistent, for his argument up to this point 
is that soul and body are inseparable, the soul 
being the soul of its peculiar body, the cor- 
relative relation of soul and body being similar 
to that of form and matter; and as form is 
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never found apart from matter or matter with- 
out form, both being necessary for the exist- 
ence of the concrete individual object, so, he 
has argued, soul and body together make up 
the individual man: we never know them apart. 
The body is the potentiality, the soul the 
“actuality” or “fulfillment” (kvT6\^x^M), 
by which the potentiality is realized. Hence 
we are surprised when we find that he sets 
apart the “ active reason ” from all the lower 
grades of the soul and predicates for it im- 
mortality. We cannot now say with certainty 
why he does this, but in a passage where he is 
discussing the divisibility of the vegetative 
soul he prepares his readers for the division of 
the intellect, for he points out that the fact 
that plants can be “slipped” and each slip 
live, shows that the vegetative soul can be di- 
vided, or else is plural; worms likewise can be 
cut without destroying life or sensation and 
movement in the several sections. And then 
he continues: “ But as regards intellect (toOs) 
and the speculative faculty (i) decaprjriKii 
SOvanis) the case is not yet clear. This specu- 
lative faculty would seem, however, to be a 
distinct species of the soul, and it alone is 
capable of separation from the body, as that 
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which is eternal (rd a'Cdtov) from that which 
is perishable.” 

Again in comparing the potentiality of the 
intellect (vovs) for thought to the potentiality 
of the senses for perception, he observes that 
there is a fundamental difference between the 
intellect and the senses in that the latter are 
dependent on the body, so that, for example, 
we lose the sense of hearing when our ears are 
dulled by too loud noise and sight when our 
eyes are dazed by too intense light; whereas 
the intellect when it has been thinking on an 
object of intense thought is not less, but even 
more able to think of inferior objects. Hence 
he concludes that the intellect is separable 
from the body.^^ 

Interpreters, ancient and modern, have dis- 
puted much over Aristotle’s meaning here, and 
have speculated long over what he conceived 
the ultimate state of the “immortal” and 
“ eternal ” part of the soul to be. Certain it 
is that he held that this part of the soul when 
disembodied has no memory of the body in 
which it once dwelt. The faculty of memory 
he assigned to the passive part of the intellect, 
which is perishable. Did he then think of the 
immortal reason as an eternal entity, existing 
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without self-consciousness, or did he identify 
active intelligence with God, who in the Meta- 
physics is described as “ the source of intel- 
ligibility in all intelligibles ” ? Many with 
good cause have held the latter view to be the 
most probable; and in any case Aristotle cer- 
tainly regarded the active soul as similar to 
God if not identical with Him. But it could 
have no memory, no individuality, and there- 
fore no conscious life apart from the human 
body accompanying its earthly existence.^“ 
More than this we cannot say with confidence. 
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T he great idealistic and spiritual- 
istic masters were soon followed by 
two materialists, Zeno, the founder of 
Stoicism, and Epicurus, the father of the school 
that bears his name. The former had listened 
to Cynic, Megarian, and Platonic teachers, so 
that his philosophy naturally had an eclectic 
character. Moreover men’s thoughts had been 
profoundly influenced by the changes that took 
place in the fourth century before our era. 
With the rise of Macedon the political freedom 
of the tiny Greek city-states was curtailed or 
lost: the individual had no longer an oppor- 
tunity for that unhampered political life which 
formerly, in the Greek democracies at least, 
had given men abundant chance for activity in 
an effort to realize their desires and ambitions 
in a sphere outside themselves. Consequently 
they were now turned inward and forced to 
draw their satisfaction from an internal dis- 
cipline that should make their will superior to 
all that external fortune and circumstance 
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could marshal against it. Furthermore, the 
decay of national life within the city-state 
loosened the bonds of local attachment and 
developed in society at the same time a new 
individualism and a new cosmopolitanism. 
This latter characteristic was favored by that 
sudden expansion of the political horizon which 
Alexander’s conquests in three continents pro- 
duced. 

A rapid readjustment of. thought and atti- 
tude was necessary in this new world where the 
great mass of men could no longer find their 
satisfactions in external action, but were com- 
pelled to fortify themselves within their own 
souls. A vigorous and defensive ethical dis- 
cipline was, therefore, the main interest of 
Stoicism from the first, and the need of this 
discipline was not lessened when the teachings 
of the Porch were adopted by the Romans as 
the decaying Republic passed into the Empire, 
which at its best gave little genuine liberty to 
the individual. 

The aim of the Stoic school from the first 
was to train the individual to be superior to all 
external affects, to rise above all passions into 
a state of freedom {aTrhJdeia) which should 
make him captain of his soul. By the first 
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century of our era Stoicism had become almost 
exclusively a philosophy of religious edifica- 
tion; but it is necessary to consider for a mo- 
ment its physics, under which the Stoics in- 
cluded theology and cosmology, to understand 
its doctrine touching the nature and the fate 
of the soul. 

In their theory as to the nature of the uni- 
verse, the Stoics had resorted to a materialism 
which they drew from the teachings of the 
earlier Greek materialists, according to whom 
matter alone existed. But with this material- 
istic monism they combined a doctrine, pos- 
sibly taken from Aristotle, according to which 
they saw two aspects or principles in matter, 
the one active, forming and directing, and the 
other passive, being formed and directed. The 
role of this latter corresponded to that of mat- 
ter in Aristotle’s system, while the active prin- 
ciple included his efficient, formal, and final 
causes, or as we may say — intelligence, mind, 
or soul.^* The soul then for them was a mode 
or function of matter: consequently it was to 
be regarded as material no less than the stones, 
wood, and other objects that are universally 
recognized as matter; but they thought it to be 
composed of the finest possible particles such 
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as are found in currents of air or in fire; and 
therefore they not only used these two illustra- 
tions, especially that of fire, to explain the 
intelligent soul, but they frequently identified 
the soul with them; and their doctrine that 
matter was interpenetrable made it easy for 
them to believe that a finer matter could pene- 
trate and perfectly combine with a coarser. 
This material intelligence they held to be im- 
manent in all matter, and since the cosmos is 
a unified whole, the intelligence that permeates 
it, moves, and directs it is the World-soul. In 
the same way every living microcosm has its 
soul, not distinct from the World-soul, but a 
particle of it, or in the striking phrase of 
Epictetus, it is a fragment of God.^® 

In sharp contrast to the views of Aristotle 
and his immediate successors, who held that 
the present cosmos was eternal, the early Stoics 
maintained that the universe would, from time 
to time, be consumed in fire, and that then a 
new order of creation would begin and the 
cycle would once more be repeated. Some al- 
lowed a limited existence to men’s souls after 
the death of the body, Cleanthes to the souls 
of all, Chrysippus only to those of the wise, 
until the next cosmic conflagration, when ap- 
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patently the individual souls would be reab- 
sorbed into the World-soul, that universal ani- 
mating fire. 

Within two centuries from its birth, Stoicism 
had become eclectic, and at least two eminent 
teachers, Panaetius, who may be called the 
Stoic apostle to the Romans in the second cen- 
tury before our era, and his pupil Posidonius 
(c. 130-46 B.C.), the friend and teacher of 
such men as Marius, Pompey, and Cicero, 
modified the earlier doctrines with great free- 
dom. The former abandoned the cyclical 
theory of the world with its periodic destruc- 
tions and recreations of the cosmos, and re- 
fused to allow the souls of even the wise an 
individual existence for a limited period after 
corporeal death. Posidonius reverted to the 
theory of world-cycles, but differed greatly 
from the earlier leaders in his psychological 
views; under Platonic influence he was led to 
believe even in the pre-existence and immor- 
tality of the soul. Such an attitude, however, 
was exceptional among even the later Stoics. 
Seneca can offer no confident arguments for 
immortality, but he does express a hope so 
eager that men once thought he must have been 
a Christian. The truth is that before the be- 
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ginning of our era most Stoics had lost their 
interest in speculations as to the nature of the 
other world, and ordinarily concentrated their 
thought on the problem of living according to 
reason in this. Therefore the Stoic views as to 
the continued existence of the soul after death 
cease to be of much concern to us in our pres- 
ent discussion. 

The Epicureans also, with their complete 
materialism, may be dismissed in the briefest 
manner, for they held that the soul had no life 
apart from the body to which it belonged: it 
came into existence at the moment of concep- 
tion and was dissolved at death, its fine atoms, 
like the grosser ones of the body, being 
dissipated until some later time when they 
should become parts of new souls in other 
bodies.^® 

It is rather in those philosophies which were 
largely based on Platonism and Pythagorean- 
ism that we must look for hopes of immortality 
for the human soul. During the first two cen- 
turies of our era, many thinkers followed eclec- 
tic courses of thought in which the two schools 
just named had the larger shares. They pre- 
pared the way for the extreme transcendence 
of that revived Platonism which was to be the 
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last contribution of the ancient world to philo- 
sophical thought and mysticism. 

In the second century of our era there was a 
reaction toward metaphysical and theological 
thinking away from that devotion to practical 
ethics that had so fully occupied the attention 
during the previous four or five centuries. 
With regard to the immortality of the soul, the 
majority probably inclined toward Plato’s 
views; yet Galen, the famous teacher of medi- 
cine (a.d. 131-C. 200), was cautious even to 
the extent of leaving the question of the incor- 
poreality of the soul undecided — an attitude 
of mind which was perhaps natural to a phy- 
sician. But three generations earlier Plu- 
tarch and many others held firmly to a belief 
in immortality, as Philo the Jew had main- 
tained that the soul by its very nature is im- 
mortal; but Philo also taught that a wicked life 
can destroy the soul, while it is righteousness 
which wins a happy immortality.^’’ 

The last great system of Greek philosophy 
is Neoplatonism, which is at once the summa- 
tion and the climax of eight centuries of Hel- 
lenic speculation; and it accurately represents 
that longing for tranquillity in this life, for a 
revelation of God, and for the assurance of 
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future happiness that prevailed in the Greco- 
Roman world from the close of the fourth 
century before our era. This final ancient 
philosophy was initiated at Alexandria, the 
peculiar meeting place of Jewish and Hellenic 
thought, by Ammonius Saccas at the beginning 
of the third Christian century. Its most 
famous representatives were Origen, the 
Church father, and Plotinus. As its name 
implies it was largely based on Platonism with 
which were combined many borrowings from 
other schools. Like its immediate predecessors 
it held to the transcendence of God, between 
whom and this created world stand interme- 
diate powers, emanations from God, whose ac- 
tivity is constant but not exercised directly in 
creation. God himself has no form {ixopcf>‘r}) 
or figure (I5^a); he is not comprehensible by 
reason, but is above all reason and all knowl- 
edge. He abides neither in time nor in place; 
he is absolute unity, the first cause and the 
final cause alike. As the sun sends its rays in 
every direction without effort or loss, so God 
emanates Intelligence (toOs), wherein are im- 
manent the Ideas which cause all things to 
come into existence. The second grade of 
emanation is the World-soul (^vxi^) which in 
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its turn embraces all individual souls. The 
World-soul stands midway between the intel- 
ligible and the phenomenal worlds. The in- 
dividual souls are not separate parts of the 
universal soul, but nevertheless there is a mul- 
tiplicity of them. When they are incorporated 
in separate bodies we may properly speak of 
them as individual souls, for each soul in its 
intellectual part is universal and at the same 
time individual.^® 

Of the inherent difficulty in such a concept 
as this, Plotinus is well aware: he argues that 
quantity and space, which are categories be- 
longing to material things, have no apphcation 
to immaterial souls. The figure of light ema- 
nating from the sun and illuminating material 
objects, without being separated from the 
whole, is his clearest illustration of his concept 
of this difficult matter. It is true that he holds 
that in a certain sense we must distinguish two 
grades in the soul itself: in so far as it is in- 
telligence, it is indivisible, but its lower nature 
can be divided so that the parts have a separate 
existence. 

The individual souls descend into matter 
which they pervade and shape, imparting to 
the beings thus created life, sensation, and 
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reason; yet under the baneful influence of mat- 
ter, the souls of men sometimes forget their 
divine origin, even as the sunlight is dimmed or 
lost by its descent into darkness; like rebellious 
children, such souls reject their father, aban- 
don their own nature which would lead them 
only to seek the honorable, and thus fall ever 
deeper into sin. Therefore the sinner must be 
turned from his ways by a noble discipline and 
recalled to the things that belong to the souL“° 
Not all can rise above the senses, but the 
majority continue to identify the good with 
pleasure and the evil with pain; some better 
souls, however, are able to devote themselves 
to the practical virtues; while a few rare 
spirits, endowed with greater strength and 
clearer vision than the mass, may rise above 
the clouds and mists of this world into the clear 
light of the world above, like men returning to 
their native city after long wanderings. The 
soul’s aim is likeness to God: in the contempla- 
tive life, man’s highest activity, in which he is 
concerned with intelligence alone, he becomes 
himself divine.®“ 

For those few who thus through contempla- 
tion attain to divinity, there is a further pos- 
sibility: their souls may be allowed in ecstasy, 
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forgetting self and thought alike, to rise to 
complete knowledge of God and to unity with 
him. Thus at once, while yet associated with 
the body, such rare souls may attain at mo- 
ments all that the Beatific Vision of the Chris- 
tian Church has ever vouchsafed the spirits of 
its saints in heaven. Such sight and knowledge 
we are told Plotinus had been given four times 
during the six years that his pupil Porphyry 
had been with him; while Porphyry himself 
had once enjoyed the Vision.®^ 

Of the immortality of the soul Plotinus could 
have no doubts. For him the soul is eternal, 
indestructible, the very principle of life; it has 
the power to see the pure and eternal realities 
so it may even mount upward from this tran- 
sient, temporal home and see God himself. It 
therefore cannot die. So long as the human 
soul is in the body it exercises many functions 
like sensation, memory, opinion, and reasoning 
which are necessary in the sensible world; but 
when it is freed from the body these activities 
become latent, for they are superfluous. 
Whether the disembodied soul was thought to 
retain its individuality is not clear. Plotinus 
certainly regards separation, individuality as 
imperfection, and in one place he says that the 
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soul yonder is undifferentiated and undivided 
(4'^XV dSiA/cptros Kal &iJ,ipicrTos) . Yet he 
recognizes plurality as existent in the One, in 
God, and he seems to regard souls as distinct 
entities. There is not necessarily a contradic- 
tion here, for individuals may lie latent in the 
One and the disembodied souls be absorbed 
into the universal soul.“ 

In all discussion of the retention of indi- 
viduality in the other life we must guard 
against falling into those errors to which we 
are easily led by the common and somewhat 
superficial fear of losing one’s self if individu- 
ality is not preserved. Separateness is imper- 
fection and belongs to time; only in complete 
unity is perfection attained, and therefore the 
retention of individuality in eternity is not a 
thing to be aimed at or indeed possible. At 
least such is apparently the view of Plotinus. 
Needless to say he never falls so low as to 
regard mundane joys as the proper rewards for 
virtue, or corporeal pains as punishments due 
sin. For unrighteousness souls may be con- 
demned to live on in other bodies, and disem- 
bodied souls may be afflicted by demons or 
aided by guardian angels. But punishments 
and rewards are not of a carnal nature.®® 

[48] 



NEOPLATONISM 


The attitude of Plotinus toward the question 
of the retention of individuality is on the whole 
in accord with the thought of his predecessors, 
for while Plato may have conceived of per- 
sonality as persistent, his position is by no 
means clear; and all other masters lay no store 
on the survival of the conscious self; yet there 
are indications that popular Neoplatonism re- 
garded individual survival as important. Per- 
sonal conscious immortality was apparently 
believed in by the Orphics, but in philosophy 
and theology proper it was first regarded as 
indispensable by the Christians. 

Before we consider the Christian views of 
immortality in their relation to the doctrines 
developed by peculiarly Greek thought it will 
be well to summarize the results of that his- 
toric development which we have thus far been 
considering. 

First we must note the dualistic view of man 
which had become so firmly established that 
even such monistic systems as Stoicism and 
Epicureanism, with their theoretically com- 
plete materialism, could not escape its influ- 
ence. Apparently the Orphics and the Pythag- 
oreans were the first clearly to conceive of 
man as a double being, made up of body and 
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soul: the body is then the temporary dwelling- 
place of the soul which cometh from afar. 
Moreover the body was regarded by them as 
base and evil while the soul was by nature 
divine and noble; but it had been degraded by 
association with the body, so that man’s aim 
and hope was to free his divine element from 
its baneful, sensuous habitation that at last it 
might enter into its immortal bliss. In Plato’s 
hands this “ ancient tale ” was ennobled into 
a powerful ethical argument and the older in- 
tuitive hope of immortality was supported by 
appealing proofs. Parallel to this anthropo- 
logical dualism was the concept of the entire 
sensuous world as base and evil, while the 
supersensuous was divine and perfect. At the 
same time in the Platonic psychology a dis- 
tinction was made between the nobler part of 
the soul, its reasoning part (rd Xo'YccrriKSy) on 
the one hand, and the lower parts, the appe- 
titive (to kinOvixTijTiKbv) and the courageous 
(to dviioeides) , on the other. As was stated 
earlier, only the reasoning part is held by Plato 
in his later dialogues to be immortal. Simi- 
larly Aristotle endows the active intellect alone 
with immortality, while all other parts of the 
soul die with the body. Thus the two great 
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masters of the fourth century added to the 
anthropological dualism which they had in- 
herited, a psychological distinction between the 
immortal part of the soul and those parts that 
ceased with the body. 

Again in the Hellenistic and Roman periods 
in which political and social disasters culmi- 
nated in the loss of freedom and the formation 
of the Roman Empire, to be succeeded by 
economic decay which diminished even sensu- 
ous satisfactions, men’s thoughts were turned 
from the joys which this world could no longer 
give, to seek salvation first in an ethical dis- 
cipline which looked to the development of the 
will that men might find their rewards and 
safety in the realm of reason, in the supersen- 
suous world. The chief philosophic trend 
from 300 B.c. on is a religious one, prompted 
by the desire for the security of the soul. In 
these circumstances it was inevitable that 
Platonism with its attractive and nobly ascetic 
discipline should play the largest part. Here 
too the Stoic school made most important con- 
tributions to practice. Yet the Greek passion 
for knowledge could not be satisfied with 
ethical discipline alone, and gradually there 
grew up a sense of the inadequacy of man’s 
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unaided effort: by Mmself he could not attain 
that certain knowledge which alone would 
satisfy him. Hence developed that passionate 
desire for a direct revelation from God which 
is an important element in the teachings of 
Philo as well as in the Neoplatonic doctrines. 
Even the later Stoics feel the inadequacy of 
man’s will alone and long for divine aid, while 
the mystic and redemptive religions from the 
East, among them Christianity, which spread 
rapidly over the Mediterranean area during the 
first three centuries of our era, promised in 
varied forms that aid to secure the soul’s 
salvation. 
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IV. EASTERN MYSTERIES. 
EARLY CHRISTIANITY 

W E HAVE thus far been concerned 
with the views of immortality that, 
native to the Greeks, were gradually 
spread over the Greco-Roman world before 
the middle of the third century of our era. But 
during the later centuries of the long period 
that we have hastily reviewed, other religions 
from Asia Minor, Syria, and Egypt made their 
western conquests. The most notable among 
these were the cults of the Great Mother of the 
Gods, of Isis and Osiris, of Mithras, and of 
Christianity itself. The last we shall leave for 
the moment. As for the rest, they all in one 
form or another developed under Hellenic in- 
fluences into religious mysteries or gave mystic 
meanings to their original rites, so far as they 
had not such already, so that they made a 
powerful appeal to men seeking assurance of 
protection in this life and of happiness in the 
world to come. 
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It is impossible and unnecessary here in our 
limited space to attempt to describe the mystic 
rituals of these religions; we need only say that 
most, if not all, through varied purifications, 
secret initiations, magic devices, symbolic rites 
and “divine” revelations gave their initiates 
assurance of a union with God, ecstatic and 
brief now, but destined to be permanent here- 
after; their devotees were inspired with a hope 
of security in this world and the next, thereby 
finding satisfaction for their longing for an un- 
broken and a perfected existence. These mys- 
teries made wide appeal ultimately to every 
class in society, beginning perhaps with the 
poorer and more ignorant, but, as they spread, 
drawing within their sacred brotherhoods many 
of the most influential and powerful classes. 
The ancient mysteries of Greece, as well as 
those of semi-oriental origin, gained adherents 
from Rome itself. Of the Greek mysteries 
those celebrated at Eleusis in Attica were the 
oldest and most popular. In the later days of 
republican Rome many prominent men, in- 
cluding Sulla, Antony, Cicero, and Atticus were 
initiated, drawn partly perhaps by fashion but 
probably not moved by such a motive alone.“^ 
Beginning with Augustus, who was initiated 
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in 21 B.C., the mysteries won the following 
members of the imperial families to their 
sacred company: Hadrian in a.d. 125, Lucius 
Verus in 167, Marcus Aurelius and Commodus 
in 176, Septimus Severus before he became em- 
peror; while Hadrian’s wife was honored as a 
“New Demeter” (Ned A77/XI7T17P), as was the 
elder Faustina, consort of Antoninus Pius. In 
the fourth century, during the final acute 
struggle between Paganism and Christianity, 
many of the Roman nobility eagerly sought 
initiation into the Eleusinian rites as well as 
into other pagan mysteries. In fact the popu- 
larity of Eleusis lasted until the shrine was 
destroyed by Alaric and his Goths in a.d. 396. 
The last records in the entire Roman world of 
the mystic rites of the Great Mother of the 
Gods belong to the year a.d. 390. They are 
found in two inscriptions discovered in the six- 
teenth century near the present sacristry of St. 
Peter’s. Here was a prominent shrine of the 
Great Goddess where her purifying and regen- 
erating ritual had been carried on for more 
than three centuries, until at last, after the first 
St. Peter’s had stood beside the pagan shrine 
for nearly seventy years, the Great Mother had 
to yield to the Christ.'*® 
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The influence of these pagan mysteries has 
often been exaggerated. They did not by any 
means completely expel the older gods and the 
ancient religious practices: the latter continued 
and indeed in many instances were taken over 
into Christianity; and some of the pagan di- 
vinities were absorbed or metamorphosed into 
Christian saints. Nevertheless it is true that 
before the beginning of our era the older forms 
of religious expression and the ancient religions 
themselves in a considerable degree had failed. 
They no longer satisfied man’s hopes or pro- 
vided him with grateful outlets for his religious 
feeling. Proof of this condition is found also 
in the large resort of all classes to philosophy, 
both Epicurean and Stoic, especially to the 
latter, which fortified the individual against 
the disappointments and disasters of this life, 
even if it gave him no hope of recompense be- 
yond; likewise in the devotion of the cultured 
to the mystic philosophies, Neopythagorean- 
ism and later Neoplatonism, of which the 
second proved by far the more appealing and 
satisfying. Stoic philosophy for the sterner 
wills, the mystic philosophies for the more 
emotional spirits, and the religious mysteries, 
Greek, Egyptian, and Anatolian, for many, 
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simple and learned alike — these, xmtil Chris- 
tianity became powerful, were the most vital 
religious forces in the period between the third 
century before our era and the third century 
after Christ. 

Further causes for this condition of things 
are not far to seek. The period was one 
during which profound political and economic 
changes took place that transformed the 
older order and shook the confidence of men’s 
minds. As early as the latter half of the fourth 
century before Christ, the power of Macedon 
had destroyed the Greek city-state and checked 
the freedom that the individual had earlier en- 
joyed in the Hellenic democracies; and, what- 
ever the reasons may have been, the creative 
impulse gradually died down in the Greek 
mind. In the West the storm and stress, both 
within and without, through which the power 
of Rome was created, absorbed and satisfied 
Roman ambitions until near the end of the 
Republic, when party leaders grew into dicta- 
tors and the Roman state became the prize for 
the strongest. Then followed the Empire. 
For all the wise moderation of its founder, 
Augustus, before the end of his long reign men 
had felt the bridle imposed by the imperial 
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government; presently the tyrant appeared in 
Caligula, to whom Nero and Domitian fur- 
nished a proper climax. The terror of the im- 
perial power was first experienced most keenly 
by Rome and the nearer parts of Italy, but the 
horrors of the civil strife in the year a.d. 69, 
through which Nero’s successor was deter- 
mined, affected the whole empire. Cut off 
from free political activities and weighed down 
by fears, thoughtful men were turned in upon 
themselves and forced to find consolation in 
philosophy or religion. Cicero and Cato of 
Utica give us notable illustrations from the 
close of the Republic, while the first century of 
our era furnishes striking examples, especially 
among the Stoics. Then the intellectual and 
noble sought spiritual direction from men like 
Seneca and Cornutus; in that servile age only 
a few like Thrasea Paetus and Helvidius 
Priscus displayed true courage; and the com- 
mon people resorted to masters like Epictetus 
for help and guidance. 

Fortifying as Stoic philosophy proved for 
many in every social class of the Greco-Roman 
world of this time, others of different temper, 
finding no deep satisfaction in rationalism or 
in the ancient religious practices of the state, 
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turned to mystic philosophies and to the re- 
ligious mysteries to which we have just re- 
ferred. For these philosophies and mysteries 
through emotional experience and revelation 
gave promise of that security here and of that 
salvation hereafter which men desired. 

It is important to observe further that dur- 
ing the period of which we are now speaking 
there had grown up a sense of moral guilt, of 
an estrangement from the divine through sin 
that required purification, if man was to obtain 
freedom from the bondage of wickedness. 
Moreover, the old idea of man’s self-sufficiency 
had failed: both rationalism and mysticism 
agreed that man’s reason and will could not 
unaided liberate him from his moral bondage, 
but that an act of divine grace was required to 
secure his release; only by divine favor could 
he obtain that union with God which would 
give him a sense of security in this world and 
a promise of entrance into that unbroken and 
perfected life of which he dreamed. A com- 
pensating immortality was the hope of the 
larger number of those who thought or felt 
deeply on such subjects. Hence the popularity 
of Neopythagoreanism and Neoplatonism 
among the philosophic, and of the mysteries of 
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the Eleusinian divinities, of Bacchus, of Isis 
and Osiris, Mithras, and the Great Mother 
of the Gods in the early centuries of our era. 
The philosophies based their hopes for immor- 
tality on Orphic and Platonic beliefs; the 
religious mysteries relied on revelation and 
sacraments: all had in varying degrees ethical 
requirements. 

Such in brief were the religious thoughts and 
sentiments of the Gentile world into which 
Christianity entered, and such were the chief 
opponents with which Christianity had to come 
to an agreement, or destroy, or be itself de- 
stroyed. 

Now Christianity was the debtor to both 
Jew and Gentile. In the Old Testament we 
find that the concept of a future retributive life 
was never a very significant element in Hebrew 
thought: the abode of the dead was a place 
much like the Homeric Hades, a region where 
the shades of former men had at most a nega- 
tive existence, for they were cut off from the 
upper world and from Jahweh alike. Job cries 
in his despair: “ For there is hope of a tree, if 
it be cut down, that it will sprout again, and 
that the tender branch thereof will not cease. 
Though the root thereof wax old in the earth, 
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and the stock thereof die in the ground; yet 
through the scent of water it will bud, and put 
forth boughs like a plant. But man dieth, and 
wasteth away: yea, man giveth up the ghost, 
and where is he? As the waters fail from the 
sea, and the river decayeth and drieth up; so 
man lieth down and riseth not: till the heavens 
be no more, they shall not awake, nor be roused 
out of their sleep.” And again he asks with- 
out hope: “ If a man die, shall he live again? ” 
There is no assurance that in Sheol the unde- 
served misfortunes of the righteous will be com- 
pensated by due rewards; the most for which 
man can hope is that his shade may be aware 
of what is done in the world of the living. The 
resurrection which is promised by the Vulgate 
and modern versions in the nineteenth chapter 
is not warranted in the original.®® 

In the post-exilic period the Jews had hoped 
for a material kingdom of God on, earth, a 
golden age which the whole nation should en- 
joy; but gradually this expectation of a na- 
tional, and, so to speak, of a political kingdom 
was transformed into a hope for a spiritual 
kingdom to be established at some future time 
either on a transformed earth or in a super- 
mundane heaven; into this nobler kingdom 
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only the righteous, both the dead and those 
then living, were to be admitted through God’s 
mercy; but the wicked were doomed to eternal 
punishment or to utter annihilation.™ 

Under Persian and Greek influence this con- 
cept of a retributive age to come in which the 
individual would receive his recompense of joy 
or punishment gradually grew; yet the Jews 
never reached the position where the individu- 
al’s future was separated from that of the 
whole body of the people. In the book of 
Daniel, however, the resurrection is set forth 
in a form that is reminiscent of earlier Jewish 
thought; the Wisdom of Solomon on the other 
hand shows the effect of Greek influence, giv- 
ing, as it does, a view of immortality largely in 
accord with Platonic ideas; for this book rep- 
resents the views of those Jews who at Alex- 
andria and in other Hellenic centers had felt 
the power of their environment. Still many 
Jews clung to the older views and rejected the 
notion of the resurrection entirely.^® 

In the time of Jesus, as later, there was 
current a great variety of ideas among the Jews 
as to the nature of a life hereafter, as well as 
doubts as to the existence of such a life; but all 
who believed in the resurrection regarded the 
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future life as retributive; and this fact is the 
one that is of prime religious importance in our 
present consideration/’- 
Jesus apparently took the resurrection of the 
righteous at least for granted, and, so far as 
our documents go, he did not trouble himself 
to advance any arguments to prove the exist- 
ence of a life beyond this. Such an attitude 
was natural enough, for the majority of his 
hearers probably believed in some kind of a 
future existence. Nor do we find in his teach- 
ing any philosophic discussion of the nature of 
the soul and its relation to the body. Jesus 
was a religious teacher of simple men, and had 
no occasion to be philosopher or theologian. 
But using ideas familiar to his followers 
through inheritance, he gave them richer con- 
tent and often new meaning. To take a single 
illustration on a cardinal point, he transformed 
the Jewish concepts of the kingdom of God and 
of the righteous man’s share therein, by his 
teaching that the divine kingdom is here on 
earth and will continue in heaven, or, to speak 
more accurately, that the kingdom is eternal. 
It is true that Jesus inevitably spoke of this 
kingdom in terms of time and space, and that 
he held that man’s present experience of it 
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would be consummated in the future. The 
significant thing is that Jesus felt the kingdom 
of God to be a present reality rather than 
something to the enjoyment of which man 
might attain in the future. The righteous, who 
for him included all who desire to do the will 
of God, even those who repent at the eleventh 
hour, because they are righteous, enjoy that 
kingdom now, provided that they recognize 
their relation to God to be that of loving sons 
to a loving father and therefore love their fel- 
low men: love of God and love of man were 
to him the sources of genuine righteousness. 

It is unnecessary at this point to go further 
into the teachings of Jesus on the future life in 
general; and still less need we delay here to 
discuss his teachings as to his later coming and 
the day of judgment, important as these mat- 
ters have generally been in the minds of his 
followers. On some of these points, however, 
it will be necessary to touch in the later dis- 
cussion. 

Naturally the belief in their Lord’s resur- 
rection was for his followers sufficient warrant 
and proof that they too would rise into a new 
life after physical death; and the belief that 
Christ rose from the dead has been the basis of 
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Christian hope ever since. The familiar pas- 
sage in Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians 
has become the final statement of the Christian 
faith on this point; and the apostle’s figurative 
use of the same argument in writing to the 
Christians in Thessalonica shows how funda- 
mental and familiar the doctrine early became. 

When we examine the Pauline writings more 
closely, we find that we are dealing with a set 
of ideas inherited from earlier Judaism, prob- 
ably influenced by Hellenistic thought, and 
profoundly modified by the writer’s own ex- 
perience. From Jewish thought he had in- 
herited the belief that man is made up of flesh 
and spirit {irveviia) both of which are 
necessary to constitute his personality. Al- 
though in his own experience he had known 
well the conflict between these two elements, 
he probably did not think of the flesh as in- 
herently wicked, as the Orphics and Platonists 
believed, but rather as the seat or ally of sin 
which makes the members of the body war 
against the mind (j'oOs).^^ And yet we may 
suspect that Paul, who for all his clear thinking 
was neither metaphysician, nor theologian, nor 
psychologist, had hardly escaped completely 
the influence of Greek thought which caimot 
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have been unknown at Tarsus and Jerusalem, 
and which may well have penetrated into the 
circle about Gamaliel. Whatever were the 
sources of Paul’s views on the nature of man it 
is undeniable that he ordinarily draws an 
ethical contrast between the flesh and the 
spirit: to be carnally minded is death, to be 
spiritually minded is life and peace. Now it 
is evident that this view in its practical bear- 
ings is closely parallel to the Greek belief in 
the dualism of man, which in one form or an- 
other was common to most Hellenistic philoso- 
phies. Therefore an alliance was easily made 
between Pauline views and those of the Greco- 
Roman world, and on this association much of 
the history of Christian thought depends. 

The Pharisees, of whom Paul was one, held 
a firm belief in the resurrection of the body; 
on which point Paul’s views were confirmed by 
his belief that Jesus had risen from the grave 
and had appeared in the flesh to men who had 
recognized him by his familiar features. But 
for the identical body Paul substituted a spirit- 
ual or heavenly one which the soul should in- 
habit hereafter. His concept of the soul as 
well as of the body was doubtless material: 
both the resurrected body and the soul were 
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thought by him to be made of tenuous matter, 
as was natural for one of his training and ante- 
cedents to believe. Yet any doctrine of the 
resurrection of any kind of body was difficult 
for most Gentiles, since the Platonic view that 
the soul was immaterial was widely held among 
those Greeks who had not embraced Stoic or 
Epicurean materialism. Evidently the Corin- 
thian converts had had some difficulties in 
believing that the body could rise from the 
tomb to clothe the soul, and moreover they 
probably had been accustomed to think of the 
soul as an entity by itself. Paul’s answer to 
them is the famous fifteenth chapter of his first 
letter to their church. In this he argues that 
man’s personality is not spiritual alone, or 
solely corporeal, but is both, which are neces- 
sary to his being: consequently man’s per- 
sonality must continue to be essentially the 
same in the world beyond; therefore there 
must be a resurrection of the body. Yet com- 
mon sense and countless aiialogies from nature 
prove to him that it would not be the same as 
the terrestrial one, subject to corruption, 
but a celestial body incorruptible. For this 
concept, as has been said above, Paul found 
full warrant in the resurrection of Christ and 
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his appearance in glory. He does not build up 
an elaborate eschatology, but centers all his 
argument on the risen Christ. 

Yet Paul’s views did not determine wholly 
the main lines of Christian thought. The 
Epistle to the Hebrews seems to show diver- 
gence at most points from his views, especially 
perhaps in the matter of resurrection of the 
body, on which subject the writer of this letter 
has absolutely nothing to say; nor does he dis- 
cuss a material heaven hereafter; but he holds 
that those who have been redeemed by the 
blood of Christ are to enjoy an eternal Sabbath 
in the celestial city.*® 

The Fourth Gospel and the Johannine 
epistles represent a further stage in the devel- 
opment of Christian thought. The prologue 
to the Gospel is the earliest attempt to square 
the concepts of the new religion with secular 
philosophy and thus to make the new ideas in- 
telligible to the Hellenistic world: Christ is 
presented as eternal and divine, the Logos of 
philosophic speech, who by His incarnation re- 
vealed God to man. Through belief in Jesus as 
the incarnate Word of God men may obtain 
that knowledge of the truth that will make them 
free; through belief in Christ they experience 
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a new birth in the spirit whereby they enter 
now into eternal life. There is no picture of 
the future life in the Johannine writings from 
which we can determine whether the writer 
or writers held to the resurrection of the body 
or otherwise: the whole emphasis is on the 
present experience of eternal life won by faith 
in Christ and testified to by love for God and 
man. 

The Revelation of John, a work which by its 
content and nature belongs to a long series of 
Jewish visions, has had a great influence on 
Christian eschatological ideas, even to the pres- 
ent day. According to the unknown writer, 
after the beast and the false prophet have been 
slain, the hosts of the kings of the earth de- 
stroyed, and Satan bound for a thousand years, 
then the martyrs and the faithful saints shall 
rise and reign with Christ on earth for a mil- 
lennium; when this era is finished, Satan shall 
be loosed from his bonds, and then shall follow 
the war of Gog and Magog who shall in turn be 
destroyed by fire from heaven; the Devil shall 
be cast into the lake of fire and brimstone 
where the beast and the false prophet are, to 
be tortured forever and ever. After this shall 
come the general resurrection and the last 
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judgment which shall allot to the righteous a 
never ending life in the New Jerusalem, the 
material splendor of which surpasses earthly 
experience, while the wicked are to suffer a 
second death, having their part in the lake that 
burneth with fire and brimstone. 

The ideas of this book come from Jewish 
tradition, but they were eventually accepted 
by the majority of Christians, learned and 
simple alike, so that a millennial reign of Christ 
on earth, the corporeal resurrection, and the 
materialistic eschatology consonant with it 
have been orthodox beliefs in no small propor- 
tion of churches. 

Thus at about the beginning of the second 
Christian century we may picture the infant 
church as entertaining certain conflicting ideas 
as to the soul’s future state. These ideas were 
derived from Judaism past and contemporane- 
ous, from Greek philosophic concepts, and 
from efforts to reconcile the two. There was, 
it is true, general agreement as to the redemp- 
tive mission of Christ, and all saw in his resur- 
rection the warrant for the resurrection of the 
faithful. But whether the righteous alone 
were to be raised from the dead to everlasting 
joy, or whether all were to rise, the faithful 
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and the wicked alike, each to his appropriate 
award, were matters for dispute; many held to 
the literal resurrection of the physical body, 
others cherished a belief in the revival of a 
spiritualized body; Greek dualistic concepts of 
the flesh as material and evil and of the soul as 
spiritual and appetitive of God, prevented 
many from accepting any doctrine of the post- 
mundane existence of a body; while large num- 
bers found satisfaction in hopes of a kingdom 
of God on earth or in a materialistic heavenly 
city. Few men in any age are either philoso- 
phers or theologians: the majority think only 
of the visible man as the real man and there- 
fore imagine him as enjoying a future exist- 
ence, if such there be, in very much his present 
corporeal form. 

But early a majority of the Christians were 
Greeks or people more or less Hellenized in 
thought, so that Greek ideas were bound to 
assert themselves, especially the Platonic con- 
cept of the soul as an indestructible entity, a 
part of the substance of God. Against such a 
view the Jewish interpretation of the mission, 
suffering, and death of Jesus was distinctly op- 
posed, for if the soul was to be regarded as 
naturally immortal, of the very substance of 
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God, and as naturally inclined toward the 
Good, the conception of the passion and death 
of Christ as a redemptive sacrifice could hardly 
be regarded as indispensable; yet it might be 
cherished without inconsistency as making pos- 
sible for every striving soul the happiness that 
in Plato’s plan was open to only a few philo- 
sophic spirits. The evidence in the early 
Church writers is clear that much confusion of 
thought prevailed until Augustine by his genius 
clarified Christian doctrine through the adop- 
tion of a modified form of Neoplatonism. His 
system in no slight degree determined the 
course of thinking within the church on the 
question of immortality down to the latter part 
of the nineteenth century. 

A few illustrations of the difference in views 
among the early Christian writers will be il- 
luminating. We shall begin with the question 
whether all are to be raised from the dead or 
only the righteous. The author of the First 
Epistle of Clement (c. a.d. 75-100) apparently 
had no expectation that the wicked would be 
revived to any future life, but only the right- 
eous, for whose resurrection he found warrant 
not only in the resurrection of Jesus Christ, but 
also in the course of Nature, in the phoenix 
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rising from his own ashes, and in the ancient 
scriptures. But Ignatius, writing to the Chris- 
tians of Smyrna (c. a.d. ioo), seems to believe 
that the wicked and the righteous alike shall be 
judged, and judgment presupposes reward or 
punishment; yet he does not expressly include 
the wicked in the resurrection. The Didache 
(second century) for its part limits the resur- 
rectipn of the dead to the saints; and the 
Epistle of Barnabas (c. a.d. 130) is not quite 
clear. It seems to imply that the wicked 
perish, while the righteous, sanctified by the 
sprinkled blood of the Lord, are to be raised in 
triumph over death. Justin (c. a.d. i 50) looks 
forward on the contrary to the resurrection of 
both the just and the unjust, who are to receive 
again their own bodies; he also holds that 
sensation will continue in the next world as in 
this life. Yet in his dialogue with Tr3q)o he 
maintains against Plato that the soul is not im- 
mortal by nature and that only those who ap- 
pear worthy in God’s sight are never to die; the 
wicked are to continue to exist and to suffer 
punishment as long as God wills. Athenagoras 
on the other hand (c. a.d. 175-200) assumes 
that the soul is immortal and argues vigorously 
in favor of the resurrection of the body, not of 
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the same body that man had on earth, but of 
a body suited to its new environment.** 

In general we may say that the Greek Apolo- 
gists argued against a belief in the natural im- 
mortality of the soul, but some felt the force 
of the Greek view that natural immortality and 
divinity were equivalent terms. Theophilus, 
however, after stating his position that God has 
made man capable only of immortality or death 
saves the divine justice and grace by arguing 
that if man regard the teaching of God and in- 
cline toward immortality he will receive from 
God the reward of immortal life and himself 
become God. Thus he secures man’s free will 
and saves the divine.*® 

How potent the influence of Platonic phi- 
losophy was is shown by the pains at which 
Tertullian is to refute the philosophic doctrine 
in his treatise “ On the Soul.” This Latin 
Father of the Church held that the soul is 
formed by the breath of God, in the manner 
described in the book of Genesis, not out of 
gross matter; therefore the soul has a begin- 
ning, coming into existence with the body at 
the moment of conception; yet it is corporeal 
in very much the Stoic sense; it is distinguished 
from the “ spirit,” for the latter is soul in ac- 
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tion or the activity of the soul and it is not 
identical with the mind {animus, vovs). By 
nature the soul is immortal; it is free to deter- 
mine its own action, and it has a bodily form. 
Its purity is marred from its beginning by the 
evil spirit which regards it with envy; hence 
it is unclean until divine grace has given it 
spiritual regeneration. At death souls go to 
Hades within the earth where they await resur- 
rection; but before that great event each soul 
begins to receive its due reward, the wicked its 
punishment, the righteous its joy; but the souls 
of the martyrs enter at once into Paradise, 
which according to the Revelation of John is 
not identical with Heaven, but is “ under the 
altar.” Tertullian’s treatise “ On the Resur- 
rection of the Flesh ” is an attack on the Gnos- 
tics who held that the body is by nature evil, 
being created by a demiurge hostile to the true 
God. Man’s soul, however, they believed 
tended toward righteousness and immortality. 
Against such Platonic dualism the Latin Father 
vigorously argues, apparently holding that both 
body and soul are essential to human person- 
ality: he maintains that the body is created by 
God and draws arguments from Hebrew and 
Christian scriptures, from Nature, and from 
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the person of Christ, to establish his contention 
that the identical substance of the body will 
rise at the judgment and that the righteous will 
enter Heaven not as disembodied souls but as 
entire human beings having both bodies and 
souls; and in the same way the wicked will go 
to the place of their eternal punishment.*® 

But the closing paragraphs of Tertullian’s 
argument show that the dualistic view which 
was inherent in all Greek thought dependent on 
Plato, as well as the doctrine of natural immor- 
tality of the soul, would not down in spite of 
the efforts of the Fathers, who, with good rea- 
son, saw in the latter claim a denial that any 
redemptive grace was necessary for man. 

The Greek Apologists assumed that virtue 
and knowledge would secure mortal men resur- 
rection into an immortal life, but they did not 
show how this was to be accomplished: in the 
resurrection of Christ they found simply assur- 
ance of their faith that man also would rise; 
they interpreted the passion of Christ in accord 
with Jewish ideas of sacrifice, which were not 
wholly foreign to the Gentile world. But 
nevertheless the method by which knowledge 
and virtue were to change the mortal into the 
immortal was left unexplained, 
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Irenaeus, however, like Ignatius at an earlier 
time and his own disciple, Hippolytus, went 
into the matter more deeply, recognizing that 
the bestowal of immortality deified man’s na- 
ture. He explained the process by pointing out 
that Christ is the incarnate God, the possessor 
of immortality, who through genuine union 
with mortal nature deified it by adoption. 
Thus man, being created by God, is capable of 
incorruption and immortality; yet as a created 
being he is not naturally immortal but is 
granted immortality through God’s union with 
mortal flesh; therefore life becomes a gift of 
God’s grace. Thus Christ was recognized as 
the great central fact in human history.^’^ 

In his eschatology, however, Irenaeus is as 
unable as others to break away from the ex- 
pectation of a material kingdom of Christ on 
earth. The inconsistency of this view with his 
concept of the redemptive Christ as God in- 
carnate in mortal flesh is glaring to us today, 
but it is easily explicable on historical grounds. 
No detailed account of his view need here be 
given, for he does not essentially differ on this 
point from other writers of the second and third 
centuries.^® 


[77] 


V. GNOSTICS. CLEMENT 
ORIGEN 


{ T IS important to observe that a gulf sepa- 
rates the Greek Apologists from men like 
Irenaeus, and still more from Hippolytus. 
For the former group, morality, right conduct, 
based on a correct theory of the world was 
sufficient to insure mortals an immortal life, as 
we have said above; but the latter were rather 
akin to the more mystic Greek philosophers 
and the Greek mysteries in holding that mortal 
man in acquiring immortality becomes divine, 
a God indeed, as Hippolytus expressly says.^“ 
In this way again Christian faith was brought 
into accord with Greek thought, and the spread 
of Christian ideas among the philosophically 
minded was made the easier throughout the 
Greek world. 

But in this Hellenic world there had existed 
for centuries a belief that it was by revelation 
alone that supreme knowledge was attainable 
— such knowledge as conferred perfection on 
its possessor. This belief was implicit in Or- 
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phism, Pythagoreanism, and may be detected 
at many points in Plato’s thought — for ex- 
ample, in his vision of the Good (auro to 
Ka\6v) which his statesmen would enjoy; for 
although this vision was to be won in part by 
long years of severe discipline, it was also in 
part a revelation which would suddenly come 
to the devout.'" In the various mysteries, the 
initiated through emotional experience at- 
tained, as they believed, a secret knowledge 
(yvcoaLs) which could not be won by the 
projani. As we have already seen, the later 
secular thinkers who were influenced by Plato, 
philosophers like Philo and Plotinus, all relied 
on direct revelation for the attainment of the 
highest knowledge. This tendency, which thus 
long, antedated Christianity, had naturally ap- 
peared early among Christian thinkers, who, 
if they desired, could bring the Old Testament 
to support their doctrine as well as certain 
words of the Apostle Paul, for he had claimed 
that his knowledge and the Gospel that he 
preached had come to him directly “ by the 
revelation of Jesus Christ.” The Gnostics, 
a name given to groups of men who displayed 
the greatest diversity of beliefs and morals, 
were found in many areas where Christianity 
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was established. Although they were ulti- 
mately denounced as heretical, they did a cer- 
tain valuable and permanent service to Chris- 
tianity in that they vigorously attempted to 
give a philosophic interpretation of it as the 
supreme religion which replaced paganism and 
Judaism. They also regarded the Redeemer 
as the one who completed the development of 
humanity and consummated the history of the 
universe. Such a philosophy of history was in 
general in accord with the view of Christians 
everywhere, but the Gnostics were more thor- 
oughgoing than most of their fellows; they re- 
jected the Old Testament since the new revela- 
tion in Christ had supplanted it; and they 
exalted esoteric knowledge {'yvSxtls) above 
faith (ttIo-tis) as the fundamental element in 
their religion. Following the universal system 
of allegorical interpretation, they found in the 
Apostolic writings, which at their face value 
gave the rule of faith for the masses, an inner 
and deeper meaning which was to be gained 
only by those who could detect their secret 
messages. Thus the Gnostics recognized two 
grades of Christians: the ordinary mass who 
lacked insight, and who therefore must live by 
faith alone without deep knowledge of things 
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divine; and the few who, blessed with the 
power to see below the surface, were able to 
attain to supreme knowledge. These favored 
ones thus corresponded to Plato’s statesmen in 
his ideal state. 

The Gnostics generally held to a pretty com- 
plete dualism which put God and matter at 
diameter with each other: at one pole was 
matter, evil by nature; at the other was the 
perfectly transcendent Being above all thought. 
Into the details of the ways in which, through 
many emanations, they bridged the gap be- 
tween God and the World, we need not now 
go, but we may remark that the Gnostic views 
were simply somewhat more extravagant de- 
vices for doing that which Philo and the later 
Platonists managed with comparative restraint. 

Naturally the Gnostics took the Platonic 
view that man is made up of a corruptible body 
and a divine spirit; yet they held that not all 
men were capable of salvation. Some of more 
spiritual nature were assured of a life of bliss 
hereafter; but the more material among man- 
kind were doomed to perish. The followers of 
Valentinus, the famous Gnostic leader who was 
active at Rome (c. 140-c. 165), went further 
and conceived, still in Platonic fashion, of three 
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classes of men: the material, who would be de- 
stroyed; the animal, who might by correct 
choice find repose in the “ intermediate habita- 
tion but the spiritual, being incapable of cor- 
ruption, would attain perfection and be given 
“ as brides to the angels of the Saviour.” “ 
The resurrection of the physical body of Christ 
they were unable to accept; but Paul had al- 
ready shown them the way out of this diffi- 
culty: the resurrection was to be understood 
in a spiritual sense. They claimed that the 
real resurrection is of the spirit, not of the 
flesh; and indeed that the genuine Gnostic who 
has gained insight into divine mysteries through 
possession of true knowledge {yv&crLs) has al- 
ready risen into the spiritual state, so that the 
resurrection for him is already passed; for the 
resurrection of the dead is nothing but a recog- 
nition of the truth which they declare.^® 

The Gnostic movement in its manifold phases 
thus represents attempts to combine Christian- 
ity with Greek and certain oriental elements 
in ways that diverged from the normal course 
of orthodox thought in degrees varying from 
simple docetism to the most extravagant and 
fantastic imaginings ; its most important effect 
was to stimulate the more orthodox to form a 
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catholic doctrine which could win the adher- 
ence of the great majority of believers and so 
protect the church by a bulwark of reasonable 
dogma, widely acceptable to intelligent men. 
Yet the influence of the Gnostics may be de- 
tected in many details of the doctrines that 
were finally accepted.'^ 

Nowhere did Jewish, Greek, and Christian 
ideas come into closer and more intensive con- 
tact than in Alexandria, which for three cen- 
turies before our era had been the chief intel- 
lectual center of the Mediterranean world. 
There science, letters, criticism, and specula- 
tive thought flourished; it was one of the chief 
Gnostic centers under the leadership of Basi- 
leides, who was active during the reign of 
Hadrian (117-138). At the close of the sec- 
ond century of our era a Christian catechetical 
school became important there, which was heir 
not only to secular thought and pagan mysti- 
cism, but to the Christian Gnostics and Apolo- 
gists. In this school both Greek philosophy 
and the Holy Scriptures were studied under 
two of the greatest minds in the history of the 
Church: Clement, who was first pupil, then 
teacher, and finally for about three years head 
of the school (200-202/3), and Origen, director 
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of the school from 203 to 231. To them we 
must now turn. 

As we have intimated above, thus far no sat- 
isfactory Christian theology had been system- 
atically developed; but the time had now ar- 
rived when such a system was needed, as has 
just been said, to win over intellectual disciples 
whose rational habit of mind could not be sat- 
isfied by a rule of faith based on the Scriptures 
alone. To this task Clement and Origen turned. 
The former was intimately acquainted with 
Greek philosophy and letters, as well as with 
the Scriptures and the interpretations thereof 
by both orthodox and Gnostic teachers. His 
learning and eloquence drew Pagans and Chris- 
tians alike to hear him. He was the first to 
attempt to explain Christianity with all the aid 
that Greek learning and heretical speculation 
had to give: he showed that reasoning men had 
a right to an exposition that could satisfy their 
intelligence; moreover, he believed that such a 
rational explanation was at no point at variance 
with the rule of faith. He claimed for himself 
the title of the true Gnostic, for in his Miscel- 
lanies (Srpo/iareis), a work intended to estab- 
lish Christianity as the true philosophy, after 
combating Gnostic errors, he gives much space 
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to a presentation of the position and character 
of the true Gnostic.®® He agreed with his 
Gnostic predecessors in holding that there must 
be two grades of Christians: the ordinary 
Christian will be forced to direct his life ac- 
cording to faith, and such is the lower Christian 
life; but one who is capable of a profounder 
insight may through study and discipline attain 
to supreme knowledge and to a life higher 
morally and intellectually than that of the ordi- 
nary believer. According to him, the lower 
grade of Christian life is marked by faith, fear, 
and hope; the higher by love, righteousness, 
and knowledge.®® Thus Clement, in his turn, 
put himself in accord with the whole range of 
philosophic thought from the time of Plato and 
Aristotle to his own day, for his two lives are 
essentially the active and the contemplative 
lives that for more than five centuries had been 
distinguished by philosophers; only now in 
both secular philosophy and religion alike the 
higher life was conceived to be one which 
brought to him who enjoyed it a divine revela- 
tion. Clement held that this revelation gave 
its recipient direct communion with the eternal 
ideas of which Christ, the Logos, is the sum; 
but since Christ is the Son of God, coequal with 
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Him, the true Gnostic apprehends God in His 
Son — indeed, the Lord is Himself the true 
Light and the true Knowledge; and this knowl- 
edge comprehends all. The true Gnostic is also 
holy and righteous, given to prayer and to 
spiritual exercise. 

Important as Clement is in the history of the 
development of Christian thought and dogma, 
it was his pupil and successor, Origen, who 
established Christian theology as a philosophic 
system; in spite of the fact that the Church 
fairly promptly rejected much of his system in 
detail, his influence was great and permanent. 
We are not called on to trace here his theologi- 
cal system even in outline; let it suffice to say 
that he carried on the work of Clement to its 
logical conclusion; yet at many points he modi- 
fied his teacher’s doctrines. Although he was 
faithful in holding fast to the Old and New 
Testaments as containing the sum of Christian 
truth and to the traditional teaching of the 
growing Church, he did not hesitate to embark 
freely on philosophic speculation; tradition 
says that he had listened to the teaching of 
Ammonius Saccas, the founder of the Neo- 
platonic School, and indeed his work shows 
many signs of the influence of Gnosticism and 
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Neoplatonism. It is clear that his thought was 
in agreement with the secular speculation of 
his time. 

Origen’s human psychology was doubtless 
derived in large measure from his teacher, 
Clement, whose views, like those of the 
Gnostics, as we have already said, go back ulti- 
mately to Plato and Aristotle. He held that 
man, in common with all other living creatures, 
possesses a lower animal soul which comes into 
existence at the moment of conception, and 
which gives man physical life; and a higher, a 
spiritual soul, which is bestowed on man from 
above. This latter soul is a fallen spirit, which 
in falling has become a human soul; but it may 
develop into a spirit once more and thus regain 
its spiritual endowments. God in the begin- 
ning had granted freedom to men who fell by 
evil choice, so that all are born into a sinful 
condition. Man’s duty is to overcome his in- 
herent sin by his own will aided by God’s grace, 
to give the mastery over himself to the divine 
soul within him, that he may become like God 
and thereby secure eternal happiness. Strictly 
speaking, Origen’s system does not require a 
redeemer, but nevertheless he does bring into 
his scheme of salvation the historic revelation 
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of the Logos and the death of Christ, which he 
regarded as the first blow in the struggle 
against the devil.” 

Origen agreed with Clement and the fol- 
lowers of Basileides in holding that there are 
three levels of the Christian life, or three stages 
of Christian progress. He thought that in the 
first the Logos, incarnate in the historic Christ, 
serves as a physician to cure men of their 
errors and sins, and that those who will, by 
faith and a belief in the redemption given by 
the death of the historic Christ, may attain to 
freedom from sin and to fellowship with God. 
In the second stage the enlightened and right- 
eous soul, no longer needing the Redeemer 
to heal from sin, may rise above the phenome- 
nal world to the “invisible things of God” 
(ra abpara toO Btov . . . tout’ 'iari tA voriTii). 
This stage, then, is attained by the purified 
soul through the exercise of intelligence, so that 
it comprehends the whole creation. But from 
this the soul may soar to still greater heights 
and attain to “the eternal power of God, in 
short, to his divinity” (ava^aivovai, kwl t^v 
Af'Stov bvvaixLv Tov deov Kal aTra^airX&s riiv 6e6- 
rrira airov). These words must mean that in 
the highest phase the soul enjoys that direct 
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knowledge of God, wins that Beatific Vision, 
which is to be the everlasting joy of the Saints, 
the possession and reward of the true Gnostic.®® 
In contrast to the great majority of his time 
both within and without the Church, Origen 
would not believe in a future state of sensuous 
joys or sufferings; nor did he hold that the 
resurrection of the dead must await the second 
coming of Christ. He rather thought that at 
physical death the pure and righteous souls 
would enter directly into Paradise, while the 
wicked would begin to suffer their punishment 
at once. Both would be provided with bodies; 
yet these would not be the same as those which 
they possessed on earth, but spiritual bodies 
fitted to their new plane of existence. The 
bodies of the righteous would be more beauti- 
ful than any known on earth, free from all mate- 
rial attributes, with no superfluous organs, but 
bright and shining like the angels and the stars; 
the wicked, however, would receive bodies 
opaque and black, corresponding to the depths 
of ignorance and error in which they had lived 
on earth. The righteous would mount upward, 
and when their perfection should be fully ac- 
complished, they would become pure intelli- 
gence as they were in the beginning before 
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they fell from Heaven into sin; the wicked 
would indeed suffer their fiery punishment, but 
this, like the whole course of man’s existence, 
would be remedial: the fire would not be a 
physical fire to consume the flesh, but a figura- 
tive one — the pangs and sufferings of con- 
science for past sins. Ultimately all would be 
purified and restored through Christ, the 
Word.“® Yet both Clement and Origen taught 
that man would be free in the next life as in 
this, so that his soul might fall even from the 
greatest heights to the lowest depths, as it 
could rise from the deepest moral abyss to 
supreme purity and blessedness. The future 
life, then, in Origen’s view is to be one of 
cleansing for all who do not resist the purpose 
of God, but who strive to satisfy man’s love of 
righteousness which he has implanted in 
them.“ 

Origen’s doctrine of man’s free will is evi- 
dently in conflict with his view of man’s long- 
ing for righteousness and with his belief in 
God’s grace. In fact he found it hard to be- 
lieve that any man could be condemned to 
punishment without end; and he was not able 
to think that evil spirits were beyond the pos- 
sibility of salvation in the infinite time that 
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belongs to God. In any case he cherished 
hopes for even the vilest of human sinners. 
His humane sentiments and his belief in God’s 
goodness thus triumphed over strict logic. We 
might say, in fact, in terms that are somewhat 
misleading from their modern connotations, 
that he cherished a belief in the constant pos- 
sibility of moral and spiritual evolution or 
devolution in saecula saeculorum according to 
man’s will, but at the same time he declined 
to regard any soul as beyond ultimate salvation. 

The real bases of his views on the ultimate 
salvability of all are to be found in Plato; in 
the Gorgias especially, proof is offered that 
goodness and justice are ultimately identical; 
that suffering is remedial to restore man from 
the disease of evil to the health of uprightness; 
and that evil is created by man in opposition 
to God, and being thus made is a negation 
which must ultimately cease to be, so that in 
the end perfect righteousness shall have undis- 
puted sway. These Platonic views Origen 
supported with sundry texts from both the Old 
and the New Testament. There can, in truth, 
be no question that he hoped for the final resti- 
tution of all souls, and the charges of univer- 
salism brought against him in ancient and 
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modern times have not been without founda- 
tion.®’- 

The Alexandrian fathers held not only to 
moral progress in the future life but also be- 
lieved in a change in the soul’s abode. The 
scientific theory of antiquity from at least the 
fourth century b.c. was that the heavens con- 
sisted of seven concentric spheres correspond- 
ing to the seven planets; and that beyond the 
seventh heaven was the eighth, the fixed sphere 
(arXav^s crcjia'ipa) where dwells the eternal 
One. The Gnostics, Pagan and Christian, held 
a theory that the soul would ascend through the 
several heavens, the degree of its ascent being 
determined by its perfection.®^ To this theory 
Clement subscribed. Only the true Gnostic 
could pass on to the uppermost sphere where 
he would dwell eternally with Christ, enjoying 
the direct vision of God to which the pure in 
heart alone may attain.®® On these Gnostic 
views of his teacher Origen entertained some 
doubts, for he could not find them adequately 
established in the sacred writings; yet his own 
ideas were simply more vague than those of 
Clement, for he allowed a multiplicity of 
heavens, a series of aeons reaching to the Con- 
summation.®* This was attainable only by the 
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perfect: the pure in heart alone could enjoy 
the Beatific Vision; for the imperfect, even 
though finally freed from chastisement, the 
eternal punishment of deprivation remained: 
they were to find each his place in the ascend- 
ing scale of joy, but they were not to see God 
face to face.®” Thus absolute universalism is 
not the logical result of the teachings of either 
Clement or Origen, for, according to them, the 
great majority of mankind, even after the purg- 
ing of remorse and shame had ceased, must 
still suffer everlasting punishment for their sins 
in exclusion from the Vision of God, which 
deprivation is the poena damni. Sinful men, 
though cured of their sins, could never attain 
the supreme place. 

The limitations of our subject forbid us to 
enlarge here on Origen’s theology, which actu- 
ally dominated parts of the Eastern Church for 
some centuries, in spite of bitter censures, and 
had a deep influence on the West, condemned 
though it was by the patriarch Theophilus and 
the S5mod of Alexandria (399/400). Pope 
Anastasius at Rome (398-402) reproved Ru- 
finus for translating the De Principiis and 
joined in the condemnation of Origen’s doc- 
trines, as Jerome was eager to have him do. 
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In A.D. 496 Pope Gelasius declared Origen a 
schematic, and in the East Origen and his fol- 
lowers were condemned under Justinian. All 
this, however, belongs to the historian of the 
church. We need only observe now that Origen 
for the first time disposed of the vagaries of 
Gnosticism by reconciling the Christian rule of 
faith with Greek philosophy. This, however, 
he did not for the mass but for the intellectuals 
who were capable of thinking theologically, 
that is, philosophically. Further accommoda- 
tion had to be made before Greek philosophy 
could be thoroughly recognized within the 
Church. 



1 

[ 


VI. GREGORY OF NYSSA. 
MACARIUS. PSEUDO-DIONYSIUS 

T he profound influence of Platonic 
thought on Clement and Origen needs 
no further illustration here. The 
power of that philosophy continued to be domi- 
nant both East and West in secular and Chris- 
tian circles. It can be seen, for example, in 
the works of that opponent of Origen, Me- 
thodius, bishop of Olympus in Lycia (t3ii), 
who was less successful, however, in his use 
of Platonic literary forms than in his attempts 
to grasp the doctrines of the successive Pla- 
tonic schools."® More significant in general 
are the three mighty Cappadocians, Basil the 
Great (c. 330-379), his brother Gregory of 
Nyssa (331-394), and Gregory of Nazianzus 
(c. 330-379), all of whom held Origen in high 
regard. The first and last, however, do not 
so much concern us now, for, although Basil’s 
theological and ethical views were strongly in- 
fluenced by Platonic and Cynic thought,"^ and 
in spite of his valiant attack on the Arians, his 
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work was primarily that of a practical genius 
whose rules for the religious life are still in- 
fluential in the Greek Orthodox church; his 
close friend Gregory of Nazianzus, inspired 
likewise by ancient learning and fired by Chris- 
tian zeal, eloquently defended the orthodox 
doctrine of the Trinity, especially in his famous 
five “Theological Speeches.”®® Gregory of 
Nyssa, however, is important for our present 
consideration. Hitherto ecclesiastical writers 
had not made a sharp distinction between rea- 
son and the faith that is inspired by revelation, 
but had been inclined to regard reason and 
faith as being in natural accord, holding the 
former to be of equal value as the latter. But 
with Gregory of Nyssa philosophy began to 
serve as the handmaid of faith, for to his think- 
ing the Scriptures alone contain the absolute 
truth: all reasoning not in accord with faith 
is therefore erroneous.®® His treatise “ On the 
Soul and the Resurrection ” is of prime signifi- 
cance for our theme. Although this dialogue 
is modeled on Plato’s Phaedo, its matter has 
much in common with Cicero’s Tusculan Dis- 
putations; and the influence of Origen is mani- 
fest throughout. 

In opposition to Plato, however, Gregory 
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held that the soul of man has had no eternal 
existence, but in each case is created by God; 
since it is endowed with thought it is not a 
material but a spiritual substance, not identical 
with God but, as we may say, a copy of Him. 
The divine image in man’s soul, however, is 
obscured through sin which alienates him from 
God; repentance and a new birth are necessary 
to restore him to his original condition. 

Because the human soul is simple and un- 
compounded it can survive the destruction of 
the body, which is a composite thing. Yet 
when the body is dissolved, the soul can ac- 
company and watch the particles of which its 
former corporeal home was composed until the 
resurrection, when it will again clothe itself in 
a renewed body — the celestial body of which 
St. Paul conceived.’’® 

To Gregory’s mind punishment after this 
life is to be proportionate to sin and always 
remedial, that the wicked soul may be purged 
of its impurities, and when wholly cleansed 
may appear as the very image of Divinity. In 
God is the only true life with which the soul 
can be satisfied. Thus the resurrection will 
be completed in the restoration of the purified 
man to his original state (Avdaraais kariv r) eis 
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that is, to the pure condition that it enjoyed 
at the time of its creation by God/^ 

In this way Gregory of Nyssa shows a firm 
belief in the overruling providence of God, who 
chastises only that the human soul may be 
cleansed of evil and at last in purity return 
to its maker. Thus far he is in large degree 
heir unwittingly perhaps to Plato and the 
Orphics. They, however, seem to have allowed 
obstinate sinners to suffer everlasting punish- 
ment. But Gregory’s confidence in the good- 
ness of God led him to believe that ultimately 
all, even the Evil One himself, will return to 
union with God: for Gregory as for Origen uni- 
versal salvation is the final stage. 

Although Gregory would prove his doctrines 
by reasoned arguments whenever possible, he 
also displays the same mystic tendencies that 
we found in Clement and Origen: indeed he 
was the first to attempt to formulate a mystic 
system for Christianity. This mysticism was 
based on the doctrine that man’s soul is the 
image of God, for which Gregory found his 
warrant in faith in Holy Scripture {Gen., I. 
36 f.), since reason gave him no support here.'’^ 
He argued that through such resemblance of 
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the human to the Divine we can gain a better 
understanding of the supernatural character of 
our souls; and furthermore he believed that 
even though man may not see the Divine di- 
rectly face to face, he who with all diligence 
cleanses his heart of the filth that has defiled 
it may discern within his own soul the very 
image of GodJ® 

But Gregory did not condemn the faithful 
Christian to dependence on imagery alone for 
his knowledge of God : like Philo and the Neo- 
platonists, he held that in holy ecstasy the 
soul might, although through a cloud, obtain a 
vision of the Divine that is beyond all vision: 
“As the mind of man goes forward and pro- 
ceeds through ever greater and more perfect 
advance in understanding of real knowledge, 
the more it approaches the sight of God, the 
more it perceives that the divine nature is in- 
visible. For when it has left behind not only 
all that the senses perceive but also all that the 
mind seems to grasp, it goes ever on to that 
which lies farther within, until at last freed 
from the trouble of thought, it escapes to that 
which is invisible and incomprehensible, and 
there sees God. For the true knowledge of the 
object of our search, the Vision of God, con- 
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sists in seeing that' He cannot be seen, since 
that which we seek is above all knowledge, be- 
ing wholly wrapped as it were in a mist, its own 
incomprehensibility. Therefore John the Sub- 
lime also, who had himself entered into this 
bright mist, says that no man hath seen God 
at any time, meaning by this denial that the 
knowledge of the divine nature is impossible 
not only for man but for every intelligent 
creature.” 

A similar tendency toward mysticism may 
be seen more fuUy developed in the East in 
the works of Macarius the Egyptian (c. 300- 
390) and of the Pseudo-Dionysius (c. 500). 
In contrast with Gregory of Nyssa, and with 
most Christian writers of his time, Macarius 
emphasized the material nature of the human 
soul, which he claims to be corporeal like the 
angels and daemons {krd Kai eKaa-rov Kara 
rijv idLav (pvcnv (T&iJ,a kcrrip, b 0,776X05, 17 4 'vx’f), 
b Salnav).'’^ The soul has not an eternal ex- 
istence but is a creation, intelligent, beautiful, 
noble, and marvelous, a fair likeness and image 
of God . . . ^<TTi KTiafia ri voepbv 

Kal iipatov Kai pkya Kai davpacTTbv, Kai KoXbv 
bpolcopa Kal eUdiv deov). In comparison with 
the body it is made up of the finest matter 
[ 100] 



MACARItrs 


(wvevfjLa), so that it pervades and comprehends 
the whole body, “ the eye with which it sees, 
the ear with which it hears, the tongue with 
which it speaks, and every part, being com- 
mingled with the whole.” God alone is incor- 
poreal, pure spirit. But through love for man 
God diminished himself, assumed and entered 
into a body, thus making possible the union of 
the souls of saints and angels with Himself, 
and thereby giving them a share in the divine 
life. In this way God ever takes to Himself 
faithful and acceptable souls, and becomes 
with them one spirit: the souls that are worthy 
of Him and find favor in His sight may there- 
fore enter into a new condition, become con- 
scious of immortality, and share in the eternal 
glory. 

Yet Macarius held that the human soul in 
its own character does not partake either of 
the divine nature or of the nature of wicked- 
ness, but is capable of sharing in either. It is 
created as an image of God, it is true, but this 
heavenly image may be driven out through sin, 
and it can be regained only through the new 
birth from God and the redemption given by 
God incarnate. Macarius, however, with good 
practical sense, constantly emphasized the 
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need on man’s part of right desire and of de- 
termination to prove himself worthy of God’s 
favor and of a share in the Holy Spirit; never- 
theless, he did not hold that man’s effort alone 
could win for him salvation and immortal bliss, 
for these are rather gifts of divine grace 
through Christ and the Holy Spirit, who alone 
can cure the human soul of its ills. He 
distinguishes three grades of man’s mental 
state or powers — perception (a’iard'rjcns) , sight 
{6pa<ns), and illumination (^concr/xiis). It is 
the last through which the great secrets of the 
divine are revealed.” 

As concerns the resurrection and the life 
hereafter, Macarius taught that the souls of 
the righteous are raised to glory before their 
bodies; apparently they pass at once to their 
reward at physical death; but the bodies of all 
are to rise on the great day, complete in every 
member, not a hair missing; they will be bright 
and shining with a divine effulgence. The 
glory and the degree of happiness enjoyed by 
each in paradise are to depend on the faith and 
diligence that the individual has shown during 
his earthly life. He who has attained to the 
perfection of the Spirit will be free from all 
distress and will enter wholly into an inex- 
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pressible union with the Spirit, so that the 
human soul and the Holy Spirit will be one. 
In Gehenna also many grades of punishment 
await the wicked, fitted to their sins. Yet 
Macarius nowhere suggests that punishment is 
remedial or that the wicked can ever hope to 
be purged and attain happiness, as Origen and 
Gregory of Nyssa had done.''® 

In Macarius we find virtually no appeal to 
human reason: he demands faith, not assent 
to persuasive argument. His mysticism is 
based directly on the Scriptures, but expressed 
in the traditional language of Greek material- 
istic philosophy. Nor was this materialism 
much in disaccord with the philosophic thought 
of his time. His doctrine of the working of sin, 
for example, which he held to be an act of 
Satan, a power (wpevixa) of finest matter, that 
pervades the soul of man (also a Tryedfia) until 
the two are one, as his view of the fusion of the 
human soul with the Holy Spirit, could have 
had little that was strange or objectionable to 
the Neoplatonist, although the latter chose to 
deal with the subject in different fashion; for 
the Neoplatonist did not draw a clear line in 
the lower grades of emanations between the 
spiritual and the material: in fact, if we may 
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speak of exactitude in connection with mys- 
ticism, we may confidently say that Macarius 
is more exact in his thought than most of his 
contemporaries in that he clearly distinguished 
between the material and spiritual realms, 
holding that God alone is pure spirit while all 
else is material, and since he provided for the 
union of God and man through the incarnation 
of God, which was accomplished for the ex- 
press purpose of effecting that union. 

Neoplatonic mysticism became more and 
more the dominant element in the thought of 
the Eastern fathers, although here and there 
Aristotelian anthropological ideas were influen- 
tial. On the whole rational arguments gave 
way before mystic imaginings and the way of 
faith was exalted over reasoned proof. The 
climax of this tendency, so to speak, is found 
in the works of the Pseudo-Dionysius the 
Areopagite, whose writings probably date from 
about the end of the fifth century. In them we 
find the later form of Neoplatonism, as repre- 
sented by Proclus, freely put to the service of 
Christianity. The unknown author, to whom 
for convenience we shall refer hereafter simply 
as Dionysius, was a thoroughgoing mystic who 
attempted to combine with unwavering faith in 
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the Holy Scriptures the explanations offered 
by that most mystic of philosophies as to the 
nature of God, His relation to the whole order 
of creation, and the salvation of the human 
soul. 

God is described by Dionysius as the su- 
preme and ultimate Unity, infinite and uni- 
versal above all Being and Personality. There- 
fore he may not be spoken of as a Being or 
Essence, for these terms imply a personality, 
an individual existence; but an individual is a 
being distinguished from all other beings and 
in a sense separate from them, and therefore 
finite. God, as the ultimate Unity, includes 
within himself all things; yet we may not iden- 
tify Him with any one of the things perceived 
by the senses or through the intelligence, al- 
though He is the cause of all and is to be found 
in all; in Him all things have their source, 
their beginning, for in Him dwell the ideas and 
models (iS^at Kal TrapaSety/xaTa) of all things; 
and in Him all find their end. Therefore this 
Christian mystic, like his Neoplatonic models, 
found all positive definitions of God inade- 
quate; he could only say what God is not, and 
he well-nigh exhausts the vocabulary of nega- 
tives in his attempt to define the Deity.’® 
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God is manifest in the Trinity, but how, is 
past man’s power to explain: the fact is made 
known to us by revelation and must be ac- 
cepted on faith. The Trinity also is to be re- 
garded as supreme Unity, above all person- 
ality, above nature and all goodness of which 
man can conceive: it is the Lord (i4>opos) of 
Christian theosophy, for it is by man’s recog- 
nition of the mystery of the Trinity and by his 
worship of this Unity that he obtains knowl- 
edge of God and secures that divine wisdom 
which is eternal life.®" But in spite of his 
reiterated emphasis of the unity of God and of 
the Trinity, Dionysius, like other Christian 
writers under the influence of Neoplatonism, is 
forced to abandon the monism that belongs to 
that philosophy since he draws an essential 
distinction between God and that which is not 
God. 

To understand Dionysius it has been nec- 
essary to begin with his theology and on this 
we must dwell somewhat further. True to his 
philosophic predecessors, Dionysius held that 
God from the very exuberance of His being 
overflows by emanations into the infinite va- 
riety of invisible and visible creatures, illumi- 
nating all creations so that they share in his 
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glory, even as each object in nature shares in 
the light of the sun according to its capacity. 
God’s overflowing is eternally in two directions 
or streams, so to speak, which, however, are 
not independent or separate: one is in the 
direction of the Universal, the other toward the 
Particular. The former has an abstract exist- 
ence or rather is an abstract idea of abstract 
existence; the latter is particular being which 
does not in reality exist: both are mere poten- 
tialities. The commingling of the particular 
stream with the universal is the process of crea- 
tion; each created thing therefore we may say 
has two characters: one which makes it share 
in the infinite One, the other by virtue of which 
separate creatures come into being. Thus God 
is ever reaching down into the particular, pass- 
ing from His transcendency above all being into 
the realm of the particular in which each 
creature has its own individuality of which we 
can make affirmative statements. This down- 
ward movement is what Dionysius, like Proclus 
before him, calls the affirmative way. Thus it 
is that we can say that everything exists in 
God; yet inasmuch as God transcends particu- 
lar existence we can more truly define him by 
negative terms.®’- 
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All created things are substantially distinct 
from God, but since they owe whatever being 
they have to His goodness they are good. 
Therefore evil has no real existence in itself 
but exists only by participation in good: it is 
not inherent in things, it cannot come from 
God or exist in Him. Evil spirits even are not 
evil by nature: they have become so because 
they have not maintained the good state in 
which they were created, but have fallen away 
from goodness. In short, evil is a defect, a 
lack of goodness (a-TiprjcrLs ay adov); it tends 
to reduce to nothingness whatever it affects; 
hence it must be itself nothing: it can have no 
substantial existence. If it had, the world 
would be dualistic in that it would have two 
original principles, which is impossible. 

In God’s sight the causes of evil are powers 
that work good: Providence uses those who 
have proved to be evil for their own or for the 
common advantage. Yet it will not force men 
against their will to be good, for it is foreign 
to Providence to do violence to nature: there- 
fore men are allowed to act as free agents ; and 
hence evil men are justly punished for their 
wrongdoings, since they have neglected to use 
the power of choice which is theirs.®^ 
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In what then does the salvation of man 
consist and how may it be accomplished ? 
Man’s purpose and perfection are realized by 
his being made divine, that is, so far as may 
be, like God, and so one with Him. The divine 
love draws man upward towards his source; 
the good in man moves him to seek the Divine 
Good. That this may be accomplished the 
Ecclesiastical Hierarchy has been established, 
corresponding on earth to the Heavenly Hier- 
archy above through which God reveals him- 
self to His creatures. The Hierarchy on earth 
is provided with many sensible symbols by aid 
of which man may be raised to God. The di- 
vine oracles, written and oral, direct man 
upward. The symbolic acts of the Church — 
baptism, communion, and consecration and use 
of the chrism — are all sacred mysteries which 
have a triple function: they purify, illuminate, 
and bestow a perfecting knowledge of divine 
actions by which in holy fashion the unifying 
elevation to the Supreme Being and the most 
blessed fellowship with Him are completed. 
The several orders of deacons, priests, and 
bishops have their own proper functions; and 
the initiates are divided into three groups, the 
first consisting of those who are being purified 
[109] 



THE IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL 

under the direction of deacons that they may 
participate in the sacraments; the second is 
made up of those who are receiving illumina- 
tion under priests and who may partake of the 
divine symbols; but the highest group are 
those who, having been already purified and ad- 
mitted to share in the divine mysteries by 
which they are illuminated, are being perfected 
under the charge of the bishops: of this class 
the monks are the first who by their pure 
service and devotion to God and their undi- 
vided and single life are fashioned into a cer- 
tain God-like unity and perfection in that those 
elements in them which were once separate are 
brought into a sacred combination. 

Thus the path of man’s ascent to the divine 
may be accomplished. The symbols of the 
church aid him in the effort to which the natu- 
ral good in him impels; he passes from the life 
of sensation to that of reason and thence to 
that of the spirit: in his upward course he turns 
away from outward things and seeks to return 
to the source whence he came: his way is the 
way of negation in that he rejects that which 
belonged and properly belonged to his lower 
stages. Thus the Finite returns to the Infinite, 
to the Absolute, and seeks to lose itself in union 
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with God. As he mounts upward man acquires 
an increasing knowledge of God intellectually, 
for like is known by like; finally in ecstatic 
union with Him the perfect soul has that knowl- 
edge which is above all knowledge and which 
is eternal life. The finite self is again undif- 
ferentiated from the Infinite.®'* 

Yet Dionysius will not allow that the finite 
soul thus absorbed in the Infinite loses its con- 
scious individuality. He makes no .attempt 
however to explain the paradox. The require- 
ments of Christian faith forced the mystic to 
cling to this belief that personality must sur- 
vive in the immortal soul. 

In this Neoplatonic concept of God and His 
universe it was not easy to find a place for 
either divine grace or the redemptive work of 
Christ. The Platonic belief that the good in 
man naturally seeks the Divine Good from 
which it sprang logically would render both 
these elements otiose in Dionysius’s plan. We 
must indeed recognize that grace plays no great 
part in his scheme. But concerning the nature 
of Christ he felt no difficulty in regarding Him 
as at once truly man, yet more than man; and 
in holding Him to be equally divine. But 
Christ’s atoning work, according to his ideas, 
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appears to be chiefly that of delivering man 
from the loss of his natural good through sin 
or error.®' Of eschatological matters Dionysius 
has nothing to say. He paints no picture of 
Hell or Heaven. 

In Dionysius Christian mysticism reached 
its earliest culmination. It was natural that 
his work should have great influence in the suc- 
ceeding centuries. In the seventh the acute 
Maximus the Confessor (t 662) through his 
commentaries on the four treatises contributed 
greatly to his master’s popularity with a mystic 
age, and by his simple style and clarity of 
thought he made his predecessor’s difficult 
works more intelligible and so more available 
for his successors. In the West about the 
middle of the ninth century John the Scot at 
the command of Charles the Bald translated 
into Latin the four treatises of Dionysius 
which had been sent to Louis the Pious by the 
Eastern emperor Michael Balbus in 827; and 
he also composed a commentary on them. In 
his work £>e divisione Naturae he bases his 
speculations on Dionysius but shows also the 
influence of Maximus, the two Gregories, and 
Augustine. In the first part of the twelfth 
century Hugo of St. Victor composed a com- 
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mentary on the “ Heavenly Hierarchy ” in the 
Latin form given it by John the Scot, and ap- 
proximately a century later Robert Grosseteste 
took time from his Aristotelian studies to trans- 
late and comment on the treatises “ On the 
Divine Names” and on “Mystic Theology” 
and to revise John’s translation of the two 
Hierarchies; and Albertus Magnus also found 
the role of commentator a congenial one. Thus 
the Dionysian Neoplatonism was transmitted 
and made part of the common thought of theo- 
logians. It remained for the mighty pupil of 
Albertus to incorporate this thought in the 
Summa. But to St. Thomas we shall come 
later. 
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W E MUST now turn back to the 
western half of the Mediterranean 
world. Here Christianity was pre- 
dominantly Greek during the first three cen- 
turies: the church services were in Greek, the 
writers employed Greek, and for the most part 
Greek thought prevailed. Yet by the end of 
the second century the church in the West, at 
first in Africa, began to show a Latin individu- 
ality of its own and certain Roman character- 
istics gradually appeared: the Roman mind 
was legal and judicial rather than philosophic, 
and therefore tended to lay more weight on the 
gospel as a law, obedience to which set man 
right with God, rather than on the Greek view 
that man’s mortal nature was saved by being 
made divine. It was Tertullian who created 
the Latin type, which was then advanced by 
C3^rian, Ambrose, and others. In their works 
more emphasis is laid on morality, on repent- 
ance for sin, both original and the wrong acts 
of the individual, and on divine grace than in 
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the works of the Eastern fathers of the same 
time. We have already glanced at Tertullian’s 
views on immortality. Significant as Cyprian 
and Ambrose are in the history of the Christian 
Church, we must pass them by and come at 
once to Augustine.®" 

Born at Tagaste in northern Africa of a 
pagan father and Christian mother, he devoted, 
himself in his tempestuous early life to the 
study of rhetoric. The reading of Cicero’s 
Hortensius turned him to the serious considera- 
tion of philosophy and religious matters, but it 
was not until 387 that he was baptized by 
Ambrose. This greatest of the Latin doctors, 
through long years of inner conflict and de- 
velopment, revealed the course of his thought 
in voluminous writings, beginning with his 
three books Against the Academics in 386, and 
closing with his Retractationes in a.d. 427. 
After his conversion to Christianity, he con- 
stantly dwelt on questions touching the nature 
and fate of the human soul, many of which 
he was forced to confess he found himself un- 
able to solve. 

Platonic writings, largely of the later schools 
and chiefly in the Latin translations of Vic- 
torius, showed Augustine the way by which he 
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could accept Christianity as a reasonable re- 
ligion, and the same philosophy provided him 
with a defense against the scepticism of the 
Academic School which had early attracted 
him, and the dualism of the Manichaeans to 
which he had been inclined for fully ten years. 
All his thought became permeated by later 
Platonism, which remained fundamental with 
him to the end. In this sense he is akin to the 
Platonizing Greek fathers and the mysticism 
of the East; but time, inheritance, and temper 
of mind made his theology as a whole different 
from that of Clement and Origen, as well as 
from that of the later Greek Fathers. 

The knowledge of God and of the human 
soul was for Augustine his entire concern, for 
by this knowledge alone could he hope to attain 
perfect happiness: his reason would be satis- 
fied only when it possessed the absolute Good 
— that is God himself.®’^ To a discussion of 
the soul he devoted four special works written 
at different periods in his career: De Immor- 
talitate Animae, 387; De Quantitate Animae, 
387-388; Epistola CLXVI ad Hieronimum, 
415 ; De Anima et eius Origine, 420. But scat- 
tered through many of the works are numerous 
pages that have important bearing on the 
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theme with which he was so much concerned. 
Yet nowhere do we find any systematic and 
complete discussion of the soul. When we 
state Augustine’s views briefly, and therefore 
of necessity in schematic fashion, we are, in a 
sense, misrepresenting him, for his ideas 
changed in the course of his life, while on cer- 
tain points he never arrived at clear con- 
victions. 

Being a Platonist, Augustine could not re- 
gard the human soul as corporeal and material, 
as many Christian thinkers held, but he stead- 
fastly maintained that the soul is a spirit. He 
argued that every body has spatial exteision: 
it can be measured and of it we form an iiuage; 
it does not subsist in and by itself but irheres 
in some subject. The soul, on the contra y, is 
without spatial extension: it is a substance in 
the Aristotelian sense; it requires no subject in 
which it may inhere, but subsists by itself. 
The soul can know itself not only by external 
signs but directly by an act of pure intelligence. 
If the soul were corporeal as the body is, it 
could not have such direct knowledge of itself 
but would be reduced to certain opinions con- 
cerning its own nature, which indeed are the 
most that anyone can have of his own body, 
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for the mind is forced to judge of the body by 
external signs, by the way the body acts; but 
the soul can have knowledge of itself directly, 
and therefore can have a more perfect knowl- 
edge of its own nature than of anything else 
in the world. Such direct knowledge was for 
Augustine, as for all Platonists, certain proof 
of the soul’s spirituality. As consciousness wit- 
nesses to the existence of the soul, so all the 
faculties of thinking, knowing, willing, remem- 
bering, judging, show the soul’s true nature. 
Moreover, if the soul were corporeal, it could 
give us knowledge of itself only through the 
senses, that is to say, knowledge of corporeal 
things; but the soul is the means by which we 
know incorporeal things, like abstractions; 
therefore the soul must itself be incorporeal. 

The best definition of the human soul that 
he formulates is that it is a certain substance 
which participates in reason and is suited to 
directing the body: it is that which vivifies the 
body, that without which the body is dead; on 
it depends all sensual perception, and it in- 
cludes as its highest functions memory, will,, 
and intelligence, which have no existence apart 
from the soul, but are identical with it — they 
are three relatively but one substantially. 
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In his definition of the whole man Augus- 
tine’s fidelity to the sacred tradition forced him 
to part company with the Platonists. For the 
latter held, as we have seen above, to a dual- 
istic doctrine which saw only in the soul, or at 
least in the reasoning part of the soul, the true 
man, and which regarded the body as the ham- 
pering abode or tomb of the soul. But Augus- 
tine, throughout his maturer years, held that 
body as well as soul was needed to make up 
the complete man: in fact, that these two ele- 
ments are inseparable — without both, human 
personality cannot exist. Nor could he regard 
the human soul simply as part of a universal 
soul. Although he had debated this question 
in his earlier years, he seems to have become 
convinced that each soul is an individual entity. 
Even more impossible did he find it to believe 
that the soul of man participates in the soul of 
God, as the Alexandrian Platonists, the Mani- 
chaeans, and others maintained. It appeared 
to him that if that were true, God would not 
be perfect and unchanging, for we know that 
the human soul lacks perfection and suffers 
change.®® 

Inasmuch as Augustine held that both body 
and soul were needed to make up a human 

[ 119] 



THE IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL 

personality, it followed for him that the whole 
man, not his soul alone, must be capable of 
immortality and unending happiness. This be- 
lief was assured him by faith, not by any 
human argument.®® In this position he showed 
himself a true son of the church and faithful 
heir to the Christian tradition. Nevertheless, 
he offered certain interesting proofs of immor- 
tality which show him equally a debtor to the 
Platonic line. 

Plotinus had declared that since man’s soul 
thinks the absolute essences, whether because 
it finds within itself such concepts or remem- 
bers them, it clearly existed before the body; 
and that since it possesses this eternal knowl- 
edge, it must be eternal itself.®® Augustine 
could not accept the theory that the soul had 
had an existence anterior to that in the body, 
an existence from which it remembered the 
eternal ideal, for his faith in the Scriptures re- 
quired him to believe that the human soul was 
created by God and had not emanated from 
Himself. Many, like the Neoplatonists, the 
Gnostics, the Manichaeans, and others, held to 
the theory of emanation, but Augustine, after 
much consideration of certain passages in the 
Old Testament, became convinced that the 
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souls of the first man and the first woman were 
created by God from nothing; but he could 
never decide whether these acts of creation had 
been performed at the beginning or on the 
sixth day; nor could he decide when the souls 
of our first parents entered their bodies. He 
was likewise unable to determine how the souls 
of the descendants of Adam and Eve came into 
being; but, on the whole, he was rather inclined 
to the view that souls are descended from the 
soul of the first man even as bodies descend 
through the parents by generation. This 
theory commended itself to him as being more 
in accord with Scripture and with orthodox 
belief than other h3^otheses, and it explained 
the sufferings of the apparently innocent by 
showing the way in which original sin could be 
inherited.®^ 

One thing that early supported Augustine in 
his faith in immortality was that Truth exists 
in the soul and testifies to man of its existence 
there. But Truth is an inseparable attribute 
of the soul; it must then follow that since the 
attribute cannot exist longer than the subject 
to which it belongs, and since Truth, the attri- 
bute, is immortal, the soul, the subject, must 
also be immortal. A similar argument he 
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found in the fact that Knowledge too belongs 
to the soul. Now Knowledge is knowledge of 
some science: but Science is immortal; there- 
fore the soul cannot come to an end. More- 
over, the soul is the seat of Reason which can- 
not be separated from it any more than Truth 
and Knowledge. Consequently, since Reason 
is immortal, the soul must likewise be.“^ 

The Platonic character of these arguments 
is self-evident. A further proof he borrows 
bodily from Plato’s Phaedo and from Plotinus, 
when he maintains that life and the soul are 
identical, whereas the body is animated not by 
itself but by its soul. The body, therefore, 
can die — that is, be deprived of life; but the 
soul, whose essence is life, cannot lose that 
essence, cannot desert itself, and therefore 
cannot die.“® 

The defects inherent in these arguments 
were not unknown to Augustine and caused 
him much debate with himself. In later years 
he found the most convincing evidence of 
man’s immortality in the soul’s inborn passion 
for it, which differs from the instinct that 
prompts even the irrational animals to shrink 
from death in that man’s longing is based on 
reason. We must believe, therefore, that this 
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longing comes from God; consequently, it will 
be satisfied only by the attainment of immor- 
tality. Closely allied to this is man’s natural 
longing for happiness; but complete happiness, 
in Augustine’s view, can only be attained by 
attaining the supreme Good — that is, God; 
and since man cannot possess God in this life, 
another life is needed and a life that will be 
without end; for the possession of the supreme 
Good for a limited time will not give satisfac- 
tion; therefore we must believe in immortality: 
cum ergo beati esse omnes homines velint, si 
vere volunt, profecto et esse immortales volunt; 
aliter enim beati esse non possent.®^ 

Yet all his arguments failed to satisfy Augus- 
tine. He was keenly conscious of the objec- 
tions that could be raised against them, and 
much as he depended on Plotinus and the great 
teacher, Plato, in his old age he found his 
proofs obscure and fell back constantly on the 
tradition of the church and on Christian faith. 
The great fact for him remained that Christ 
put on mortality that we might, in our turn, 
share in that immortality which Christ alone 
can bestow: Si enim natura Dei filius propter 
filios hominum misericordia factus est hominis 
filius; hoc est enim, Verbum caro factum est 
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et habitavit in nobis hominibus; quanto est 
credibilius, natura filios hominis gratia Dei 
filios Dei fieri, et habitare in Deo, in quo solo 
et de quo solo esse possunt beati participes im- 
mortalitatis eius effect!; propter quod per- 
suadendum Dei filius particeps nostrae mortali- 
tatis effectus est ? 

Augustine, however, did not believe that man 
of his own effort, whether through faith or 
works, could win immortality for himself. 
Faithful to the apostle’s doctrine, he held that 
“ in Adam’s fall we sinned all ” : through pride 
our first progenitor lost the happy communion 
with God and forfeited His grace which he 
originally enjoyed, lapsing into a hopeless 
moral state the end of which would properly 
be the everlasting death of the soul; and all of 
Adam’s descendants share in that sin. From 
this original sin, as from the sins done in the 
flesh, only the grace of God can save man; and 
this grace is a free gift bestowed, like all other 
things, not as something earned, but solely as 
God chooses to give it: He predestinates whom 
He will for punishment and for salvation. Au- 
gustine in his maturer years did not concede 
that man had power to accept or reject God’s 
grace, but held that it is irresistible: that 
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through it the individual is inspired with faith 
and filled with love for the right, so that his 
nature is transformed and he is enabled to per- 
sist in righteousness. Moreover he believed 
that the sacraments of the Catholic Church 
were holy symbols and instruments without 
which man could not secure entrance into the 
kingdom of God or obtain salvation and ever- 
lasting life. He thus may fairly be called the 
father of the doctrine of predestination, which, 
often in fearful forms, has been held down to 
our own time; by his belief in original sin he 
helped to fix that baneful idea among the tenets 
of the church; and through his emphasis on the 
value of the sacraments as essential instru- 
ments, possessed solely by the Church, he con- 
tributed mightily to the doctrine that the or- 
thodox Catholic Church was the sole channel 
through which salvation could be secured. 

As to the future state of the soul, Augustine 
naturally was obliged to reject those cyclical 
views which were expressed in the Platonic- 
Orphic doctrines of palingenesis and metem- 
psychosis. He did not claim to have seen be- 
yond the veil so clearly that he could speak 
with any certainty, but he evidently felt that 
when the soul was separated from the earthly 
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body by death, it continued for a time without 
even an ethereal body, and, being incorporeal, 
could not be occupying any extended space but 
rather some place similar to extended space, or 
perhaps wholly unextended. There it was to 
suffer the hell which each has within his own 
soul — spiritual punishments for the sins of 
this life; and it was destined to know spiritual 
joys far transcending any known to corporeal 
life. At the resurrection the souls would re- 
ceive their spiritual bodies, and in some regions 
unknown to us would receive unending joys or 
punishments. He thought it possible that the 
bodies of the damned would be composed of 
thick and humid air, so that they would suffer 
from the physical fire of hell; or if their bodies 
were to be spiritual, he found it as easy to be- 
lieve that these bodies would suffer when united 
with fire as it was to understand the union of 
soul and body on earth. But the righteous, in 
their spiritual bodies, beautiful beyond all 
earthly beauty, would enjoy inexpressible hap- 
piness: they were to live at peace and in obedi- 
ence to God, with never-ending joy. Their 
happiness would vary in degree, it is true, but 
all would be satisfied: the pure in heart would 
see God.'® 
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VIII. SUMMARY OF GREEK 
PHILOSOPHIC INFLUENCES 


A T THIS point it may be well to summa- 
rize briefly the Greek philosophic in- 
y Y.fluences that were potent in shaping 
Christian thought throughout antiquity and the 
middle ages. The three philosophic systems 
which were most significant were Platonism, 
Aristotelianism, and Stoicism; Epicureanism 
we may here disregard. Stoicism was a mate- 
rialistic monism, Platonism an idealistic dual- 
ism. Neither had preserved its original char- 
acter inviolate: the former, eclectic in its origin, 
had been deeply influenced by the latter before 
the beginning of the Christian era; yet it had 
maintained unimpaired its belief that the 
World-soul, God, and the human soul, al- 
though made of the finest and most subtle 
matter, were alike material no less than the 
stones that lie in man’s path. Moreover, Stoi- 
cism had never come to believe that even the 
noblest could look forward to an endless life 
of future happiness, in spite of the noble pic- 
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ture of the rewards of those who have deserved 
the best of their fellows and their state, which 
we can still see in Cicero’s Dream of Scipio; 
but through the fortifying power of its noble 
ethics, this philosophy commended itself to 
those who confessed the Christian faith; while 
its materialistic explanation of the soul was 
far from being discordant with the ideas that 
had come into Christianity from Judaism, and 
which were easy for those who held that the 
body, no less than the soul, was an essential 
element in the individual’s personality. 

Again the Stoic doctrine of the immanence 
of God, in accord with which man’s soul must 
be regarded as a part of the World-soul, which 
pervades and animates all things, agreed with 
much Christian thinking, and is not far from 
certain modern beliefs. Furthermore this view 
of the relation of the individual soul to the all- 
pervading World-soul had as its corollary a be- 
lief in the essential brotherhood of men, whence 
followed the conclusion that merit depends not 
on position but on well doing. These views 
were welcome to the thoughtful Christian and 
had an effect on the views of the Church. 

The greatest contribution of Stoicism, how- 
ever, was in the field of practical ethics. The 
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Stoic not only laid great emphasis on the train- 
ing of the will under the direction of reason, 
but he also formulated practical rules for the 
moral edification of one’s self. The early 
Stoics held that man’s moral nature could in 
a moment be completely changed to a state of 
perfection, and doctrinaire members of the 
later school continued to cherish this view; but 
by the beginning of our era the facts of human 
nature had modified the general doctrine from 
that of instantaneous conversion to that of a 
gradual advance in virtue, which must be se- 
cured by constant effort. Both positions have 
their analogies in Christian doctrine, even to 
the present day. 

Yet it remains true that we can adduce com- 
paratively few concrete examples of the direct 
influence of Stoicism on the Church Fathers 
and the Schoolmen. The explanation is to be 
found in the fact that Stoic doctrines on the 
subjects named early became the common 
property of thinkers, and therefore formed a 
part of the Christian inheritance. 

In Plato’s own thought the transcendence of 
God is always at least implicit, and by his fol- 
lowers it is clearly expressed. To bridge the 
gap between the transcendent Deity and the 
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created world, later Platonists resorted to sys- 
tems of emanations, often elaborate and fanci- 
ful; but these very systems seemed to furnish 
a basis for the doctrine of the Triune God, when 
the necessity arose of defining the relation 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Again 
Platonism had from the first emphasized the 
incorporeal, spiritual nature of the soul, and 
had regarded the material body as a clogging 
element which hampers its spiritual inhabitant 
in its effort to live the divine life that is its by 
nature, for the soul is akin to the Divine. Be- 
ing thus akin, the human soul naturally seeks 
to return to God and to be at home with Him. 
Divinity and immortality are one in Plato’s 
thought and in that of many after him. We 
have already seen that certain Christian writers 
welcomed such a concept. 

Moreover Plato held that the soul’s growth 
while imprisoned in the body is to be furthered 
by the subjection of that body, allowing the 
soul to have as little commerce as possible with 
its temporal abode: the true philosopher, like 
St. Paul, must die daily to the body and its 
passions, or as Plato puts it, “practise death 
and dying.” The meaning of this is made clear 
by Socrates’s words in the Theaetetus: “We 
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ought to fly away from earth to heaven as 
quickly as possible, and to fly away is to be- 
come like God, so far as we are able and to 
become like him is to become holy, just, and 
wise.” This doctrine of a noble asceticism 
made a strong appeal to many Christian think- 
ers, and was influential in the development of 
Christian asceticism. 

Although Plato nowhere gives us a clear ‘ 
apocalyptic vision of the ultimate fate of the 
pure soul, in spite of his myths that hint at the 
nature of the future life, his later followers, 
seizing on the mystic strain in the master’s 
thought, developed the doctrine that the ulti- 
mate reward of the purest souls is to be found 
in the vision of God Himself, wherein will be 
given all knowledge and perfect bliss without 
end. It is not strange that the Church Fathers 
adopted this as the supreme joy of the Saints. 

We can then readily understand why Plato- 
nism in its later forms was for many centuries 
the dominant philosophic element in Christian 
metaphysics, both East and West, although it 
had to be modified at numerous points to meet 
the requirements of Christian faith. 

There were, however, things in Platonism 
that pressed the Christians hard when they 
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tried to reconcile their philosophic lessons with 
certain elements in the well-established Chris- 
tian tradition. Plato, for instance, had not 
hesitated to say that since the soul of man is 
immortal, it must have existed from eternity, 
— that is, that it is eternal; but such a view is 
diametrically opposed to the account of crea- 
tion in Genesis and to the long-cherished views 
of the church. Again, if the body and soul are 
opposed in nature, the one material and mortal, 
the other spiritual and divine, so that the soul 
is the real man and the body only his imperfect 
and temporary habitation, how can it be that 
the body shall be raised and have an endless 
existence as the dwelling place of the immortal 
soul ? St. Paul’s explanation might be accepted 
as a comfort to one’s faith, but the logic of the 
explanation was still defective; equally difficult 
was the doctrine of punishment by fire. Some, 
like Origen, courageously sought a way out of 
their difficulties by symbolism and allegory, but 
the majority at this point abandoned Platonism 
in favor of the sacred tradition. 

Aristotle, in comparison with his teacher, 
was neglected in later antiquity. It is true that 
his works had been a subject of learned study 
from an early date, but it was not until the sixth 
[ 132 ] 



GREEK PHILOSOPHIC INFLUENCES 

century that his philosophy began to have a 
clear influence on Christian thought. This in- 
fluence in the West was almost wholly due to 
Boethius (t 525), who by his translations of the 
Categories and the De inter fretatione, and by 
his commentaries and his treatises on logic, dis- 
closed to his successors the Aristotelian method 
and logic, as well as furnished them with a sum- 
mary of the Aristotelian ontology. Henceforth 
many of the early Scholastics drew indirectly 
on the treasures of the Peripatetic School. 
Both the form and to a certain extent the con- 
tent of mediaeval philosophy became more and 
more Aristotelian; yet down to the middle of 
the thirteenth century Aristotelian studies 
proper were virtually confined to Greeks, 
Arabs, and Syrians. 

Aristotelianism had numerous elements that 
fitted well with Christian thought and specula- 
tion. For example its theistic character pro- 
vided philosophic arguments for the existence 
of God more convincing than those which any 
form of Platonism offered to the logical mind. 
Again Aristotle’s concept of man as a living 
unit, in which body and soul combine to make 
a whole, accorded with the traditional Christian 
concept of the person. In Aristotelian thought 
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both soul and body are necessary, each to the 
other: the material body by itself has only the 
potentiality of life; the soul makes that po- 
tentiality actual. Again in Aristotelian psy- 
chology it is the body which through the senses 
arouses the feelings that determine the indi- 
vidual’s movements and provide the bases of 
his memory as of his knowledge of the external 
world; and finally it is through the noblest part 
of his soul that man reasons and creates his 
conceptual world. The body then is the mate- 
rial condition of the soul’s activities, and the 
soul is the “ perfection,” the “ fulfillment,” of 
the body. Therefore Aristotle found it diffi- 
cult to think of a human soul as existing apart 
from its body. 

Thus Christian thinkers could find comfort 
and philosophic support for their belief in the 
resurrection of the body; furthermore by a 
somewhat distorted interpretation of Aris- 
totle’s statement that the active reason is alone 
divine and comes to man “from without,” 
Church Fathers and Schoolmen were confirmed 
in their view that each rational soul is specially 
created by God and infused into man either at 
conception or at some later moment in his 
foetal life. 
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However, it was not until the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries that Aristotle’s major 
works begamto be directly known in the West: 
in 1128 the Topics and the Analytics were 
translated into Latin; early in the next century 
the Physics and the Metaphysics were made 
available, and shortly thereafter the De anima, 
the Ethics, and the Politics. The credit of 
turning scholastic thought definitely to Aris- 
totle belongs chiefly to Albertus Magnus 
(1193-1280) and to his great pupil, Thomas 
Aquinas (1225-1274): in fact we may almost 
say without exaggeration that the latter not 
only first, but finally, put peripatetic philoso- 
phy fully at the service of Christian theology. 
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IX. THOMAS AQUINAS 


T his is not the place to review at length 
the life and activities of Thomas 
Aquinas, but his importance requires 
that some brief account of him be given. He 
was fortunate in his training and in his intel- 
lectual relations throughout. Born of a noble 
family at Aquino in 1 2 2 s he began his education 
in his fifth year at Monte Cassino, whence he 
went to Naples to continue his studies. There 
he entered the Dominican order about 1244. 
The following year was of the greatest signifi- 
cance in his development, for on going to Paris 
he became a pupil of Albertus Magnus who 
gave him that interest in Aristotelian philoso- 
phy which was to dominate his own thought for 
the rest of his life, and which through him was 
destined to be potent in the greater part of the 
Church down to the present day. In 1248 he 
accompanied his master to Cologne; but four 
years later he returned to Paris to complete his 
studies for the degree of Master in Theology 
(1256) and to lecture there until 1259. By 
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this time his learning and power as a teacher 
had made him widely known, so that he was 
called to be a professor in the studium curiae 
at the Papal Court, residing first at Anagni and 
later at Orvieto; in 1265 he became director of 
studies at Santa Sabina in Rome, but after two 
years he rejoined the Papal Court at Viterbo. 
Early in 1269, however, doctrinal strife caused 
him to be returned to Paris to combat Aver- 
roism and to oppose certain attacks on the 
mendicant orders; three years later he went 
back to Naples, whence he was summoned 
early in 1274 by Pope Gregory X to attend the 
council at Lyons; but early in his journey he 
fell sick and died on March 7 at the Abbey of 
Fossanova.” 

In spite of his constant activity as teacher 
Thomas found time to compose a great number 
of commentaries, doctrinal treatises, and sys- 
tematic works, to which theologians, and many 
others as well, have been indebted down to our 
own day. The range of his reading was enor- 
mous and his mind was one of the ablest ever 
possessed by man. He made his first acquaint- 
ance with Aristotle while a student at Naples; 
from Albertus Magnus he derived much, as we 
have just stated; but his thorough knowledge 
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was gained largely through the Latin transla- 
tions or revisions of William of Moerbeke, his 
contemporary and fellow Dominican, with 
whom he became acquainted during his first 
residence at the Papal Court. From his study 
of these translations he gained habits of clear 
and logical thought as well as provided him- 
self with reasonable arguments to support his 
faith. By his own commentaries, which dis- 
played a new method of interpretation, he 
gained recognition as the chief expositor of 
Aristotelianism. 

With Plato he had little direct acquaintance; 
but from St. Augustine he learnt much of later 
Platonism, as he did from Chalcidius, Boethius, 
Proclus (in William of Moerbeke’s transla- 
tion), Pseudo-Dionysius, and the liber de 
causis, which became widely known and in- 
fluential after the middle of the thirteenth cen- 
tury. He was acquainted also with the Jewish 
and Arabian writers, especially with Maimoni- 
des and Avencebrol; and his knowledge of the 
Church Fathers and earlier Scholastics was 
profound. 

Of Thomas’s many works the ones with 
which we are chiefly concerned are his Summa 
de veritate catholicae fidei contra gentiles writ- 
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ten between 1259-1264 to combat Arabian 
scholars chiefly, and his Summa Theologiae, 
begun in 1265 and left unfinished at his death. 
These must be supplemented at certain points 
by other writings, especially by his Quaestiones 
disputatae and quodlibetales. 

Thomas Aquinas was the first to treat sys- 
tematically the relations of faith and reason, 
and of theology and philosophy. Thereby he 
established the two constructive methods of 
scholastic philosophy: authority and apolo- 
getics.®® We must briefly consider his views 
on the relation of these two and on kindred 
matters first, for they are fundamental to his 
doctrines concerning the soul and its future 
states. 

As a true disciple of Aristotle Thomas held 
that the human mind can penetrate beyond the 
sensible and phenomenal world and understand 
the very essence of things, can grasp Being it- 
self, for in a certain sense, that is potentially, 
man is wholly being; and he maintained that 
the human intellect has the power to receive 
all intelligible forms, as his senses can receive 
all sensible forms. Therefore the intellect can 
comprehend the existence of supersensible ex- 
istences. This claim is based on his theory of 
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knowledge, the principle of which is stated 
more than once: “ quidquid recipitur, recipitur 
per modum recipientis again “ cognitum est 
in cognoscente per modum cognoscentis that 
is, “ like is known by like.” Therefore as the 
bodily senses are akin to matter, so the human 
reason is related to immaterial existences. 
Moreover he steadfastly maintains that the 
subjective modifications of the intellect, the 
concepts formed by it, are not the direct ob- 
jects of our thought, but merely the means by 
which we know the external reality to which 
they correspond. It follows then that our 
knowledge is not simply subjective, but that 
it rather deals with objective reality and there- 
fore can be trusted.®® These are the matters 
with which Philosophy is concerned. 

Yet there are truths which are too lofty for 
human reason, truths which belong to the su- 
pernatural realm and which can be known only 
through faith and revelation. Such themes 
belong to Theology: it is concerned first of all 
with God, and secondarily with such matters 
as the Trinity, the incarnation, sacraments, 
original sin, purgatory, resurrection of the 
body, judgment, eternal joy and punishment. 
These are subjects which can never be ade- 
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quately dealt with by reason alone, but must be 
accepted by man through the action of his 
will.^“® Not that philosophy and theology are 
opposed to each other or in any discord: on the 
contrary they are at one, but the former can- 
not mount to the realm that belongs to the lat- 
ter; yet reason can support theology, provided 
that first, moved by an impulse from God and 
from the evidences found in the external world, 
the reasoner recognizes and believes in the di- 
vine revelation. For example, human reason 
can prove the existence of God. In fact 
Thomas offers five proofs of His existence, the 
Aristotelian origin of most of which is evident 
at a glance.^“^ Yet although human reason can 
by itself prove that God exists and that he is 
one, and can establish other facts of the same 
class concerning Him, we still must recognize 
that all such proofs are based on sensible ex- 
perience of the eternal corporeal world. But 
sensible experience can tell us nothing of God’s 
essential nature: that nature we can know only 
from revelation, which tells us that God is 
simple Unity, pure Being in Himself, tran- 
scendent, perfect, and infinite; He is his own 
essence, and in Him Essence, Intelligence, Will, 
and Truth are one; He is his own eternal life 
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and enjoys perfect happiness. He is not, how- 
ever, the universal abstraction of the Neo- 
platonists, but is an uncreated Person, uniting 
in himself the perfection of all Being. God 
created the cosmos from nothing, and He se- 
cures its conservation by continuous creation. 
At this point Thomas departs from Aristotle, 
who held that the cosmos was eternal; but the 
doctrine of creation in time is for Thomas 
wholly an article of faith; it is not capable of 
logical proof.”^ In Thomas’s view, although 
all beings owe their existence to God, they are 
not lost in Him, for each is an individual. In 
fact the great scholastic holds with Aristotle 
that every being which exists or which can 
exist, other than the abstractions of the mind, 
is distinct from every other being, that is, each 
being is a substance: he follows his teacher 
so faithfully that he emphatically declares 
more than once that the individual is the 
only thing that exists at all (nihil est praeter 
individuum). Therefore he is at this point a 
pluralist. 

The individual consists of matter and form: 
prime matter is an incomplete element of 
reality; it is a passive potentiality, distinct 
from form; but it cannot exist apart from form, 
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for the undetermined cannot be. Form is that 
which gives being, substantiality, to a body. 
The principle of individualization is matter, 
which, limited and defined spatially (materia 
signata), receives its appropriate form.’^”® 

The soul is man’s form. It is not complex, 
but simple, single, not tripartite as Plato had 
held. It is the first principle of man’s life and 
activity, at once the efficient, formal, and final 
cause of his being. It possesses the three func- 
tions described by Aristotle, namely the vege- 
tative, appetitive, and intellectual or rational. 
The first two are earlier in time and form the 
embryo, while the rational function, the Aris- 
totelian vovs, is a direct creation which com- 
bines the two others with itself so that they 
lose their independence and are made subject, 
so to speak, to the rational. As the soul is the 
first principle of man, it must be incorporeal, 
for bodies, being material, do not have life and 
activity in themselves. The soul then is the 
first actuality (the Aristotelian entelechy) of 
the body. 

Again the soul’s immateriality is shown by 
the fact that the range of its activities is not 
physically limited, as it would be if it were 
corporeal. A corporeal nature would impose 
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physical limitations and hamper the mind. 
The mind, however, is subject to no such re- 
straints; it has activities in which the body 
has no share: it can reflect upon itself and its 
own activities, and can know the essences of 
things. It is true, of course, that the rational 
soul uses the body in such a way that it displays 
those characteristics which led Aristotle to 
postulate three souls; but the vegetative and 
the appetitive functions require the body for 
their action, whereas the reason, the active in- 
tellect, is independent of the body. Moreover, 
this active intellect is a substance in itself, 
since its action does not require the body. The 
possession of this intellect sets man apart from 
all the lower forms of life, which have vegeta- 
tive and, if endowed with sensory activities, 
appetitive functions as well. Man alone can 
think and reflect on his own thoughts; and this 
activity requires no bodily organs. The human 
soul then must be immortal, for it is an imma- 
terial substance, a subsistent form in itself; 
and a form cannot be separated from itself. 
Finally we should observe that Thomas ad- 
duces the ancient and persistent psychological 
argument that man’s natural longing for im- 
mortality caimot be in vain. 
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Yet Thomas refuses to agree with Plato that 
the souls of men have existed eternally. They 
are rather for him individual creations of God, 
the intellectual function, as has been said 
above, being created at the end of human 
generation. Although Thomas maintained that 
the soul can exist apart from the body, he was 
insistent that both body and soul are necessary 
to make the complete man. 

All men naturally seek happiness as their 
final end; but complete happiness can be 
nothing less than the vision of the Divine Es- 
sence, of God. Through that vision man be- 
comes a participant in eternal life; in it all his 
desires are fulfilled; and it remains his forever. 
By his effort to attain this end man is distin- 
guished from all other creatures. The effort 
calls for the exercise of man’s noblest part, the 
intellect, directing the will; for to obtain this 
blessed state man must act morally, seeking 
always the Good, which attracts the will; but 
man’s will is ever free to choose the better or 
the baser course; his reason offers to the will 
the proper motives for action and fit objects at 
which it should aim, thereby securing for man 
freedom. Moreover above man is God, who 
by His laws directs and sanctions man’s acts, 
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and by His grace lifts him upward, inclines 
him to the right, and secures for him forgive- 
ness of sins.’-"^ 

In Thomas’s system the incarnation of 
Christ has an important place; indeed he enu- 
merates no less than seven ways in which the 
incarnation aids man in his efforts to obtain 
complete and final happiness. First of all the 
incarnation brings man hope, since God, by 
uniting a human nature with himself once for 
all showed clearly that man, under the direc- 
tion of his reason operating on his will, may be 
united with God and may see Him directly; 
again the incarnation teaches men to reject all 
lower aims and to seek the knowledge of God 
above all other things; and thirdly, through the 
incarnation God gives men direct and full as- 
surance that their faith is true and to be 
trusted; fourthly, God thereby shows his love 
for man; fifthly, the incarnation provides an 
example of the truth that happiness is the re- 
ward of virtue; sixth, it secures for men remis- 
sion of their sins and gives them assurance 
that such remission had been made; finally it 
furnishes satisfaction. And further by Christ’s 
death all men who eagerly strive to be united 
with him are assured of salvation. The sacra- 
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ments are the means {remedia) by which the 
benefits of His death are secured.^”® 

The fate of man’s immortal soul after death 
is fully determined by his life on earth; the 
soul of the good man has gained an unchange- 
able will to seek the good, as that of the evil 
man is set toward evil. Each individual soul 
is judged at once on separation from its ter- 
restrial body. Those that are so defiled by 
sins that they cannot be cleansed and fitted for 
final happiness begin their endless punishment 
at once; the righteous few who are free from 
sin enter directly on their reward in Paradise; 
but the great majority are afflicted with sins 
from which they must be purified before they 
can be raised to the bliss that is to be finally 
theirs. These souls remain in purgatory until 
their sins have been burned away with fire, for 
God has power to make the incorporeal suffer 
from corporeal flames. 

For the second and final judgment all will 
rise and present themselves before the great 
Judge. Each soul will now receive back its 
body, for both body and soul are necessary for 
the complete man; but the body, although 
composed of flesh and bones, will then be eter- 
nally incorruptible. The bodies of the right- 
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ecus will be subject to their souls which will 
wholly rule their bodies’ feelings and actions; 
these bodies will not know weakness or defect; 
they will be free from every evil, and with 
their souls will share in the celestial glories. 
The blessed will dwell forever with Christ 
above the heavens; they alone will perceive 
His divine nature, and in that vision they will 
find their complete joy. 

The incorruptible bodies of the damned 
likewise will be wholly servants of their souls, 
which, having turned away from God toward 
carnal things, will make their bodies heavy, 
opaque, subject to sensory impressions and 
therefore capable of physical suffering. In the 
depths these carnal bodies, being incorruptible, 
will forever suffer everburning fire, according 
to their deserts; indeed not the carnal bodies 
alone, but the evil souls likewise must endure 
their distress, even as they now suffer corporeal 
fire in purgatory. Moreover, although Christ 
will appear to the evil as well as to the good at 
the final judgment, the wicked will not have 
power to discern his divine nature: they shall 
forever be deprived of the Beatific Vision. 
After the final judgment there shall be no more 
generation or death; the movements of the 
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heaven shall cease; and both earth and heaven 
shall be cleansed with fire that the new heaven 
and the new earth of the Apocalypse may be 
established/"® 

Thomas Aquinas thus built up a unified 
logical system, cogent in its form and content; 
by his extraordinary critical power he was able 
to distinguish clearly between the essential and 
relevant and the non-essential and irrelevant; 
he left aside all that was useless or illogical, 
simplifying his arguments and thus giving 
strength to his conclusions. As we have al- 
ready said, he established Aristotelianism as 
the chief foundation of Christian philosophy; 
but in his eschatological doctrine he returned 
to Neoplatonic mysticism and speculation. 
Elsewhere also he was often far from rejecting 
the views of later Platonism, but preferred to 
modify or reconcile them into his system; he 
treated in the same way Arabic and Jewish 
thought. 

But his system was not by any means ac- 
cepted by all, nor was Platonism driven from 
the field. Three years after his death certain 
of his doctrines were condemned by the bishop 
of Paris and the authorities of Oxford took 
similar action at almost the same time. The 
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chief criticism of Thomism came from the rival 
order of the Franciscans, of whom the most 
famous was Duns Scotus (t 1308), while the 
Dominicans ardently defended their brother. 
But since their controversies for the most part 
dealt with other- questions than those touching 
the nature and the immortality of the soul, we 
need not review them now. It is sufficient 
to note that proof of the great influence of 
Thomas’s work soon after his death is given 
by Dante’s use of his philosophy and theology 
in his Divina Commedia, and by the place ac- 
corded the great Dominican in Christian art.’^®’ 
In the Western Church Thomism has been 
continuously potent to the present day; and 
its preeminent place in the Roman communion 
was finally recognized when Pope Leo XIII in 
1879 ordained that the Summa Theologiae 
should be the basis of theological study. 
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X. CHRISTIAN MYSTICS. THE 
MODERN PERIOD 


T he mystic element in religion is 
large: the religious emotions are not 
content with logic alone. In Plato’s 
thought and in the systems that his followers 
elaborated after him there are mystic strains 
that satisfy where closeknit reasoning fails. 
Therefore Platonism in one form or another 
has answered to the need of Christian mystics 
and has been strong in every age of Christian 
mysticism. 

Such an era began in the twelfth century. 
It was inaugurated by Bernard of Clairvaux 
who revived the Augustinian doctrine of con- 
templation. For him humility and that love 
of God which springs therefrom are the means 
by which man may obtain knowledge of the 
truth: the two steps — first, thought, and 
second, contemplation culminating in ecstasy, 
lead the devout to his supreme goal where his 
soul is united with God and loses itself in Him, 
and in that union finds its complete joy.^®® 
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Bonaventura (f 1274) also deserves mention 
for the strong mystic elements in his teachings; 
and we have just seen how Thomas Aquinas 
himself becomes essentially a Neoplatonist 
when he describes the final reward of the 
blessed. 

In Germany a great mystic movement was 
inaugurated by Eckhart at the beginning of 
the fourteenth century; thence it spread to 
Switzerland and to the Netherlands. One of 
its products, the so-called “ German Theology,” 
was to influence Luther deeply, while another, 
the “ Imitation of Christ ” by Thomas ^ 
Kempis, is known to Christians everywhere. 
Again a wave of mysticism arose in connection 
with the Catholic revival of the sixteenth cen- 
tury, starting in Spain and spreading to Geneva 
and thence to France. In all these movements 
the aim was to attain in virtually Neoplatonic 
fashion an inner revelation through ecstasy 
and to secure a union of the human soul with 
God. 

Moreover in northern Europe toward the 
end of the fifteenth century a marked tendency 
to return to the Neoplatonic ideas of Augustine 
had become manifest. This movement, start- 
ing at Paris, soon reached the newly founded 
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German universities. It was part of that 
humanistic revival which was now spreading 
from Italy to the North, and which was one of 
the precursors of the Protestant Reformation. 
The fifteenth century in Italy saw also the de- 
velopment of a secular culture in which Plato- 
nism and Neoplatonism played an important 
part; its devotees, however, were more con- 
cerned with this life than with thoughts of any 
future existence. Yet in this same period a 
vigorous defence of Aristotelianism against the 
Platonists arose, made by the antischolastics, 
both among the religious and non-religious alike, 
some following the commentaries of Averroes, 
others preferring the interpretations of Alex- 
ander of Aphrodisias. The Averroists, while 
affirming the unity and the eternity of the 
human, intellect, denied the immortality of the 
individual soul; the Alexandrists insisted that 
the human soul perished with the body. The 
scholastics also still clung to Aristotle, but by 
their failure to adjust their teachings to the 
rapidly expanding thought of their time they 
ultimately confirmed their own decline. 

The leaders of the Protestant Reformation 
exhibited a variety of philosophic tendencies 
in their dogmatic systems. Martin Luther, 
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although he was no philosopher, had been early 
influenced by Augustine’s mysticism, which 
appealed to him profoundly; but the center of 
Luther’s doctrine was justification by faith 
rather than philosophic dogma. Yet his hos- 
tility to scholasticism made him an opponent 
of Aristotelianism in particular. Zwingli, in 
Switzerland, was led by his humanistic in- 
terests to employ Neoplatonic and Stoic prin- 
ciples in the formation of his theology; while 
Melanchthon brought Aristotelianism into the 
permanent service of Protestantism in that he, 
like the great scholastics, employed the peri- 
patetic system as a supplement to faith, main- 
taining that both faith and reason taught the 
same truths in different degrees. 

By the seventeenth century the modern pe- 
riod of European philosophy had begun: the 
enlarged outlook and the freedom of the mind 
produced by attempts to realize again the life 
of the ancient Romans and Greeks, by scientific 
discoveries and geographical explorations, and 
by the many other influences operating in that 
movement which we call the Renaissance, re- 
quired a new philosophy to explain the en- 
larged cosmos and to define man’s present and 
future relation to it. Into the philosophic sys- 
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terns of the last three centuries we may not 
now penetrate or review in any detail even the 
views that have been advanced concerning the 
nature of the soul and its probable immortality, 
for these subjects are too vast and complex 
for any brief treatment. We can only indicate 
some tendencies in modern thought and suggest 
the relations of some more recent views to 
those of antiquity. 

The position of the Christian Church has 
naturally been conditioned largely by regard 
for the Old and New Testaments and by the 
traditional dogmas long accepted by the ma- 
jority of both Roman and Protestant Com- 
munions. In the Roman Church Thomism, 
with its philosophic bases of Aristotelianism 
and Neoplatonism, has been on the whole pre- 
dominant during this latest period, and since 
1879 has been officially recognized as the 
foundation of theology. This fact is far from 
meaning that Roman Catholic thinkers have 
been unconscious of the philosophic move- 
ments of the past three centuries or uninflu- 
enced by them. As regards our special sub- 
ject, however, modern Catholic scholars have 
had little difficulty in maintaining the essential 
principles of the Thomistic psychology and 
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eschatology in satisfactory accord with the re- 
sults of modern investigations and theories, or 
in the face of them. Since the Protestant 
branches have no such official theology every- 
where established, greater variety of belief is 
found among its representatives, who often 
display more plainly the influence of modern 
philosophic speculation. 

It is hardly necessary to say that the ancient 
Orphic-Pythagorean belief in palingenesis, that 
series of lives and deaths by which man is to 
be cleansed from his inherent sin, has found 
as little favor with Western thinkers in modern 
as in mediaeval times; but it is noteworthy 
that the so-called Christian doctrine of “ orig- 
inal sin” that had so much essential kinship 
with the Greek concept is receiving less and 
less attention in our time, or is being quite dis- 
regarded in favor of modern views as to the 
source and nature of wrong action. The Pla- 
tonic concept that the human soul is uncreated 
in time but has an eternal existence, early came 
into conflict with the Christian view that the 
soul of Adam was a direct creation by God; 
and that the souls of Adam’s descendants were 
either inherited from him like their bodies or 
were individual creations at the time of con- 
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ception, which were the two common mediaeval 
views. In modern times secular thinkers at 
least have for the most part discarded all these 
doctrines in. the senses in which they were 
originally held; but philosophers who like 
McTaggart hold that the “ self ” is “ a funda- 
mental differentiation of the Absolute ” should 
logically maintain that the “ self,” the “ soul,” 
is eternal. This, however, does not necessarily 
mean that the self has eternal self-conscious- 
ness or that it can at any given time look for- 
ward to a conscious immortality. Finally there 
is a modern view of the human soul as a sepa- 
rate development or creation which is closely 
connected with the doctrine of “ conditional 
immortality ” of which we must take note be- 
low. Aristotle had said that man only lives 
when he uses his reason; if he does not use 
his reason he is dead. Beginning with Henry 
Dodwell, whose treatise entitled An Epistolary 
Discourse proving from the Scriptures and the 
first Fathers that the Soul is a Principle natu- 
rally mortal, etc., was the first modern treat- 
ment of the subject (1706), some, shifting the 
emphasis from reason, have held that the 
“ soul ” is naturally mortal, but may be made 
capable of immortality through sacrament or 
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Other means of grace; or, as later and non- 
theological thinkers prefer to put the matter, 
the “ soul ” or “ self ” is a development within 
each man, a unity made by persistent moral 
purpose and upright action, the aims of which 
extend beyond the grave. Such selves, created 
by purposeful effort, alone possess life, and are 
worthy of immortality. Naturally the strict 
followers of tradition will have none of such 
doctrine. 

When we consider modern attempts to de- 
scribe the soul itself we observe that the defini- 
tion of the soul as a simple substance and 
therefore immortal, which the scholastics de- 
veloped chiefly from Aristotelianism, is today 
abandoned or greatly modified by many think- 
ers not connected with the Roman Communion. 
Within that body the term is maintained for 
whatever exists per se, and therefore it is em- 
ployed to describe the soul or mind, which is 
defined “ as the subject of our mental life, the 
ultimate principle by which we feel, think, and 
will.” Yet modern secular philosophers 
have not wholly abandoned the notion of 
substantiality. In the seventeenth century 
Descartes, Spinoza, Leibnitz, and Locke em- 
ployed it, and so recent a writer as McTaggart 

[158] 



THE MODERN PERIOD 

uses the terms “ substance ” and “ attribute ” 
in a manner that seems very like the traditional 
one. But in general in modern times we find 
in discussions relating to the nature and im- 
mortality of the soul a tendency to employ 
rather such terms as “ personality,” “ self,” 
and “ personal identity.” The content of these 
terms is variously described; but they are in- 
tended by most writers to designate the con- 
scious self-identity that belongs to the indi- 
vidual. Yet this only pushes the difficulty one 
stage further on, for as Royce, agreeing essen- 
tially with Aristotle, points out, it is past man’s 
power to define adequately what an individual 
really is: we may say that he is unique, that 
he is consciously purposeful, that his purpose 
has a meaning, that he belongs “ not to this 
world of our merely human sense and thought,” 
and that he is truly individual in relation “ to 
other individuals and to the all inclusive 
Individual, God himself.” Beyond this the 
idealist can hardly go.^^® 

In this description, as in the expressions of 
most philosophers who regard the purposeful 
soul as something spiritual with the capacity 
of an endless life before it, we find much that 
is parallel to ancient views. With Plato, Aris- 
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totle, and the Stoics the human reason and will 
are made prime elements of the individual per- 
sonality, expressive of that personality, and 
contributing to its growth and perfection — 
that is, the concept of the “ self,” the “ soul,” 
is dynamic not static. Again both ancient and 
modern thinkers agree in regarding the ques- 
tion of personality and its survival as one of 
value, and in holding that Goodness, Truth, 
and Beauty are realities because they have 
meaning in man’s experience. Virtue is knowl- 
edge, taught Socrates, since by knowledge man 
has understanding of the unchanging principles 
on which progress toward perfection depends. 
Apprehension of these principles through rea- 
son and action in accord with them under the 
promptings of the will bring growth in wisdom 
and virtue alike. Hence Plato never separates 
his metaphysics and ethics, but binds them in- 
extricably together. His world is teleological, 
as is that of Aristotle whose emphasis on final 
causes leaves no doubt of his position here. In 
modern discussions questions of value have oc- 
cupied much attention and in idealistic circles 
especially have had much to do with religion. 
As has just been stated. Goodness, Truth, and 
Beauty are held to derive their meaning from 
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conscious human experience: this experience 
is the measure of their value and thus provides 
the warrant of their reality; for as Plato held, 
the very essence of reality consists in value. 
Those who take this view today, however, deny 
against Plato that the Good, the Beautiful, and 
the True have a real existence apart from the 
conscious person, the individual; but they are 
at one with him in holding that they are reali- 
ties in the experience of man and of God: in 
Him they are eternally and perfectly realized, 
as they are temporarily and partially in man. 

The strongest argument for immortality to- 
day among those who do not put their chief 
trust in revelation is ethical and teleological. 
Those who use this argument do not claim for 
it the certainty that is secured in physical 
science, whose relative exactitude depends on 
physical measurements; but they justly point 
out that if such conclusive evidence be de- 
manded everywhere, we must remain in deepest 
ignorance on most matters, and these often of 
the greatest importance to us, for physical 
measurement can be applied only to those facts 
that can be apprehended by the senses. The 
argument then must turn on constant human 
experience. On that basis it is maintained that 
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the upright man’s purposefulness which leads 
him to try to realize more perfectly in his own 
experience that which seems good, and his 
capacity to secure the good in ever greater 
realization are reasons for believing that an 
endless existence is before him; for it seems 
clear that man has in himself a capacity for 
growth that never is, and cannot be, exhausted 
in this life, and that in fact the perfection at 
which he aims is not to be secured in finite time. 
Therefore unless man’s noblest aspirations, 
hopes, and efforts are to be mocked, unless in- 
deed human existence is devoid of worth and 
meaning, man’s spiritual life must continue 
without temporal limit beyond the grave. 

Those who thus argue do not feel their posi- 
tion weakened by the fact that many men are 
not ambitious to realize their higher potentiali- 
ties or that considerable numbers now seem 
unable to make the proper effort. The problem 
of the future state of such or of the obstinately 
wicked is not so promptly solved today as in 
the past. Some are in essential agreement with 
Origen in holding that in the mercy of God 
and through his love all will sometime be 
turned from their sins and ultimately find joy 
according to their capacity; others follow the 
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traditional belief that the wicked in this world 
are doomed to endless punishment in the next 
although few thinking men can still picture the 
torments of the damned in the materialistic 
fashion in which the ancient Orphics and most 
teachers of the Christian Church down to our 
own times have painted them.^’^’- Apart from 
other considerations the concept of moral 
growth as a process of endless possibilities, and 
the loss of confidence in the efficacy of vin- 
dictive punishment or the justice of it, have 
had a profound influence on the speculations 
of even those who are most inclined to follow 
tradition. Therefore the majority of unbiased 
thinkers today are as disinclined to attempt the 
detailed portrayal of the fate of the morally un- 
ambitious or the wicked, as they are to describe 
the future happiness of the righteous. Yet 
many suggest another possibility: namely, that 
the wicked, having turned away from growth 
in virtue, which is held to be the essence of 
spiritual life, are doomed to death.^’^^ 

The corollary of this view is the belief in 
“conditional immortality”; that is, that only 
those souls will live forever who by their ca- 
pacity and will to grow toward perfection are 
fitted to survive. Stated thus the doctrine at 
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first glance looks like a product of the past 
seventy years; yet it has an ancient, though 
often disregarded, lineage. Although Plato 
regarded the soul as naturally immortal, he did 
not commit himself to eschatological details, 
but like a poet resorted to myths to hint at 
truth. Nevertheless he recogni2ed that men’s 
escape from sin and their advance in virtue 
vary greatly; he held that only the true phi- 
losopher after three incarnations may escape 
from the weary round of death and life; in 
fact, he taught that only the soul that always 
loves Wisdom and seeks the Good can hope 
for eternal bliss. In other words, Plato’s con- 
cept, like that of the modern was dynamic, and 
growth toward perfection was for him the sure 
warrant of immortality. Although he is not 
clear as to the ultimate fate of the obstinate 
sinner, logically he should have argued that 
the souls of the persistently wicked perish be- 
cause of their sin. Such was the view ex- 
pressed by Philo; and the same doctrine is 
found in the First Epistle of Clement, the 
Didache, and in the writings of the Gnostic 
Valentinus, as well as in the works of a number 
of the early fathers of the Church. Moreover 
it has always been possible for the Christian 
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to appeal to Holy Writ, since Ezekiel had de- 
clared that “ the soul that sinneth, it shall die,” 
and the author of the Epistle to the Romans 
had written that “ the wages of sin is death.” 

There have been more recent theologians 
and philosophers who have held kindred views. 
In the sixteenth century Socinianism claimed 
that man is not naturally immortal; in the 
seventeenth Hobbes and Spinoza, in his early 
period, were inclined toward conditional im- 
mortality; so Locke and certain other English 
thinkers in the eighteenth; and during the last 
century and a half the number of significant 
thinkers on both sides of the Atlantic who by 
various paths have reached the conditional 
point of view is large. They maintain that the 
immortal life is the guerdon of him alone who 
by faith and righteous effort joins himself to 
God.""" 

There are two other doctrines which may be 
mentioned, although neither postulates the in- 
finite existence of the conscious personality. 
One is that which is frequently called “ corpo- 
rate immortality ” by which is meant that the 
influence of the individual on his fellows and 
his successors is permanent, that his aspira- 
tions, hopes, and deeds live in their effects on 
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the race. It is hardly necessary to point out 
that while this doctrine may supply the indi- 
vidual with a powerful ethical motive, witness 
the Stoics and all their descendants, it has 
nothing to do with immortality of the conscious 
individual. The second also is akin to the 
views of the ancient Stoics and to pantheistic 
doctrines in general, for it holds that the human 
soul is a part of the Divine, or as Epictetus 
put it, “a splinter of God.” Incorporate, it 
lives its life on earth, and at the dissolution of 
the body is reabsorbed in God, losing its sense 
of separateness, of individuality, but finding 
its satisfaction in reunion with the Divine. We 
have earlier noted that Greek thought laid 
comparatively little stress on the survival of the 
individual: Plato leaves the question unan- 
swered, and the Neoplatonists are no more 
explicit; yet the conditions under which their 
Vision of God might be granted require the loss 
of the conscious self, and imply that in the 
final bliss of the faithful the individual is to be 
absorbed in the whole. The same is true in 
greater or less degree of all Christian concepts 
of the Beatific Vision. Yet over against this 
fact we must remember that most modern 
thinkers regard the unity of the world not as a 
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mere sum total of individuals but as a whole 
in which each individual through his relations 
to all other individuals is inextricably bound 
to them; and yet he is not lost in the whole. 
This means that not only the Absolute includes 
all individuals, but also that the individuals 
may be self-conscious Persons; and if so, that 
such Persons may consciously survive through 
indefinite time, that the process of perfection 
may continue. Such and kindred views go 
beyond ancient and mediaeval thought in that 
they lay emphasis on the unbroken process of 
growth by which personality is developed.^’-' 


This survey, brief and fragmentary as it is, 
will suggest, we trust, how the stream of 
thought that today bears men’s hopes, doubts, 
and firm beliefs concerning immortality, has 
its springs in ancient thinking. When we rea- 
son on this high theme, we are truly debtors 
both to the Greeks and to the Barbarians; both 
to the wise and to the unwise. Plato, Aristotle, 
Plotinus, Paul, Jesus, and many others un- 
named and often now unknown, have made the 
succeeding generations their heirs. 


y — % 
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NOTES 


I I. That both tendance and worship of the dead were 

practised in the Aegean area during the second millenium 
I B.c. seems probable. The evidence from Crete showing a 

care and reverence for the departed is abundant, but the 
/ proofs of actual worship are few: the chief Cretan monu- 

ments that may possibly show such worship are a painted 
sarcophagus from Hagia Triada, dating from Late Minoan 
Il/in, and a painted larnax from Episcopi. Cf. M. P. 
Nilsson, Minoan-Mycenaean Religion, Lund, 1927, pp. 368- 
381, where a resumd of the various interpretations pro- 
i posed may be found with references to all the significant 

I literature. Nilsson himself sees on the sarcophagus from 

j Hagia Triada evidence for the deification of the dead and 

I for the worship of the new god with forms of the divine 

j cult. 

i On the Greek mainland the proofs are more abundant. 

I Ornaments, weapons, and other objects were buried with 

j the dead in the shaft-graves at Mycenae; burnt offerings 

I also were made there; and the graves were so arranged 

^ that libations might be poured down to the dead. There 

is also evidence that slaves were sacrificed to serve their 
noble masters (C. Tsountas and J. I. Manatt, The My- 
cenaean Age, Boston, 1897, pp. 87 ff., 312; R. Dussaud, 
Les civilisations prihelliniques;^ Paris, 1914, pp. 398 ff.). 
Apparently offerings were made there as late as the sixth 
i century b.c. (IG., IV. 495) ; and before a beehive tomb at 

Menidi in Attica the tendance of the dead was continued 
down to the fifth century (A. Furtwangler and G. Loschcke, 

; Mykenische Vasen, Berlin, 1886, pi. XI; P. Wolters, in 

I Jahrb, d. K. D, A, Inst., XIV, 1899, pp. ii7ff.). Cf. Axel 

W. Person, “ Ein mykenisches Kenotaph in Dendri,” in 
! Arch. f. Religionswiss., XXVII, 1929, pp. 383-394* In 

, many other places on the Greek mainland similar evidence 
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has been discovered (P. Stengel, OpferbrauchCf Leipzig, 
1910, pp. 136 ff.; Griech. KidtusaUertiimer,^ Miinchen, 
1920, pp. 144 ff., with references there given). 

2. Od., XL 488 ff. 

3. II., XXIII. 161-183; 217-221, 

4. Od., XI. 21 ff. The cenotaph built for one who 
died abroad may also be mentioned. Cf. R. K. Hack, 
‘^Horner and the Cult of Heroes,” in Trans. Am. PhiL 
Assn., LX. pp. 57-74 (1929). 

5. Cf. P. Stengel, Vte Griechischen KultusaltertUmer,^ 
Miinchen, 1920, pp. 145 ff., and the references there given. 

6. Orph. frg. 222, Kern; cf. Pindar, OL, 11 . 63 ff, 

7. Orph. frg. 224b, Kern. 

8. Emped, frg. 115, Diels. 

9. Orph. frg. 326, Kern. 

10. Aristophanes, Frogs, 454 ff.; Andocides, De Mys., 31. 

11. According to Cicero, Tusc. Disp., I. 16. 38, Pherecy- 
des of Syros, who wrote in the middle of the sixth century 
B.C., was the first to express in writing a belief that men^s 
souls are immortal: itaque credo equidem etiam alios tot 
saeculis, sed, quod litteris exstet, Pherecydes Syrius primum 
dixit animos esse hominum sempiternos. Cicero^s comment, 
however, is much to the point: antiquus sane; fuit enim 
meo regnante gentili. Hanc opinionem discipulus eius 
Pythagoras maxime confirmavit; eqs. 

12. Phaedo, 64-68, especially 64a: Kiv^vvthovtn y^p 6croi. 
rvyx^Pova-Lv kirrhucffoi <^tXoa-o4>£as XeXridkvai roh &X\ovs 
6ri oidip &XXo airol krrtrn^ehovarLV ij iLTroOpjlf^Keiv re Kal reBpkpai. 
€l otp TOVTO 6Xri6ks, &TOTrop Si^ttov dp elrj TTpoOvii^ffBai iikp kp 
ttcuptI tQ firjdhp dWo i} roOro, ^koptos di Sij adrov dyapaKrecp, 
d TrdXai, TTpovSvjxovprd rt Kal hTrernSevop, 

13. Phaedo, 7oc-72d. 

14. In the Meno, 81 ff., Socrates by his inquiries leads a 
slave to recognize that the square of the hypotenuse of 
an equilateral right-angle triangle is double the square of 
either of the sides — a truth which the slave must “ recall,” 
since no one has ever taught him it. 

This doctrine of reminiscence is probably Pythagorean 
in its origin. It was apparently familiar to Cebes but 
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not to Simmias, unless indeed Plato represented the 
latter as ignorant for dramatic purposes. Cf. A. E, 
Taylor, Plato, The Man and his Work, London, 1926, 
p. 186, n. 2. 

15. Phaedo, 72E~77D. 

16. Cf. Rep,, 608C-609; 621 B-D; Laws, 904-905B. 

17. Phaedrus, 245C~246A; Laws, 893B~896D. 

18. Yet the Neoplatonists regarded absorption into the 
Divine as the highest reward of the human soul. 

19. Phaedo, 63 ff.; 66Eff.; 81 ff.; Cratylus, 399 f.; R^P^, 
614 ff.; Phaedrus, 248B ff. 

20. Rep., 363; 612 f.; Theaetetus, i76“-i77A. 

21. De anima, 413a, 23 ff. ii yAp BparTiKi) \pvx‘h nal rots 
SXKols ifTrApxet, Kal irpiirr} Kal fcoipordrij dOvafiLs kcrri 

i)7rkpx6t> rd ^rjv UTacnv. Cf. 414a, 29 ff.; 429a, 10 ff.; 
430a, 22 ff. 

22. De anima, 413b, 14 ff.; 429a, 22 ff. Cf. De gen. 
anim., 736b, 2*]\\€lTrerai rbv vow fi6vov dhpoBev hT6L(TLkvat Kal 
Qetov elvat, pbvov. 

23. Cf. De anima, 430a, 22 ff. with Simplicius’s com- 
mentary thereto, and Themist., 99, 24 f . (Heinze) ; Meta., 
1072a, 30 ff. 

24. Diog. Laert., VII. 134 = SVF., II. 300 ; Seneca, 
Epist., 65.2 = SVF., II. 303. 

25. Epict., Diss., I. 14. 6; II. 8. ii. 

26. Epicur., frg. 311US.; Diog. Laert., X. 63 ff.; Lu- 
cretius, III. 418 ff. 

27. Plut., De sera num. vind., i6“i8; Philo, De post. 
Cain., 43; De somn., I. 149. 

28. Plot., Enn., IV. 2. I. p. 363: ^ 5 ’ 6 po 0 nepiari] re Kal 

dpkpLffros <l>ij<TLS, Sij i'vx'^v eXval <f>ap.€v, ohx o{ 5 tws cbs rd avvexis 
pla, pbpos &XXo, rd 5 ’AXXo AXXd pepicrrii p.kv, dri kv rrdcn 

ixhpecn rod kv 4 ^ ^ffriv, dfikpiaros Sk, dri SXrj kv Traai Kal h drcpovv 
adrQv 6X77. The apparent contradiction here is probably 
due to Plato’s Timaeus (3SA) , where between the divisible 
and indivisible a third category is placed in which the two 
former are combined. Both thinkers were wrestling with 
the difficulty of admitting unity and multiplicity without 
difference in essence. 
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29. Plot., Enn., V, i ei passim; cf. Porph., Vita Plot., 
I ff.; ad Marc. 32; de Ahst., 1. 31. 

30. Plot,, Enn.y V. 9. I ; I. 2. 

31. Plot., Enn., VI. 9. 3-11; Porph., Vita Plot,, 23. 

32. Plot., Em., IV, 7; VI. 4. 16; cf. III. 2. 4; 
IV. 8, 4. 

33. Ibid., I. 6. 6; III. 4. 6; IV. 3. 24. 

34. Cf. Cicero, de leg., II, 36. 

35. See the whole series of inscriptions, C.LL., VI. 497- 
S04. The worship of Isis had spread to southern Italy as 
early as the second century b.c.; by the middle of the next 
century it was popular at Rome and in many parts of the 
western provinces, and the cult had a strong hold during 
the first three centuries of our era over wide areas. But the 
mysteries of Mithras were the most popular during the first 
two and a half Christian centuries. After about a.d. 250 
the evidence for the rites of all these Oriental cults, and 
of all pagan cults in general, outside the city of Rome, 
becomes increasingly rare. Cf. F. Cumont, Oriental Re- 
ligions in Roman Paganism, Chicago, 1911; J. F. Toutain, 
Les cultes patens dans Vempire romain, Paris, 1906-17, II; 
C. H. Moore, “The Pagan Reaction in the Late Fourth 
Century,” in Transactions of Am. Phil. Ass% L, 122 ff. 
(1919). 

36. Job, XIV. 7-12. 

37. Id., XIV. 14. Cf. XX. 7. 

38. Id., XIX. 23-27. 

39. xxiv-xxvn. 

40. Dan., VII-XII; Wisdom of Solomon, II-III; cf. 
Ecclesiasticus. 

41. On the whole subject of the Jewish concepts of the 
hereafter, see G. F. Moore, Judaism, Cambridge, Harv. 
Univ. Press, 1927, II, Part VII, pp. 279-393, 

42. Cf. Rom., VII. 7-23. Apparently Paul used j/oOs as 
equivalent to TPevua, and in Rom., VII. 18-23 find not 
only voOr but r6 6k\eiv rb kc^ 6 v, tcrca $.vBpo3Tros, and 6 p6juos: toO 
poSs used as virtually equivalent. 

43. The argument from silence in this epistle obviously 
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must not be pushed too far, for the future life is not the 
chief subject that the author is discussing. 

44. Clement, I. 24-26; cf. II Clement 20; Ignatius, ad 
Smyr, 5!.; Didache 16; Barnabas 5; cf. Polycarp, ad Phil. 
2; Justin, Apol. I. 18 f.; II. g; Athenagoras, De resurrec- 
Hone, passim, esp. 13 ff. Athenagoras is obviously moved 
by the view that man^s personality depends on the two 
factors, soul and body; and he does not share the common 
dualistic belief of the Orphics and Platonists that body and 
soul are opposed by nature. Cf. ibid. 20 and 25. 

45 . Ad Aut. II, 27 : el 7 Ap iLd6.paTOv ahtbp Att’ ireTrot- 
ij/cet, d^v ahrbv TGTOLijKeL’ uriCKiv el Qvjjrbv OLhrbv 'ireiroL'fjKei, h86K€i 
Slv 6 Oeds atrtos elj^ai. rou Oavdrov abrov. ODre ovu ddduarop abrdp 
krolrjcrep oHre fzijv 6 v7)t6v, AXXd Kadc^s hirkvco irpoeip'tjKtxpev, heKriKbv 
bpcfyorkpoiv, tva, el kiri rb. r^s bOapacrLas rr}pr}cras riiv h^roXijp 
rod BeoVy pLorObv KoplcrrjTaL irap^ abroV Ti}v 6.davacrLap Kal yevTjrau 
Beds, el 5^ au rpaTrfj kwl rb. rod Bapb^rov TTpdypara wapaKoicras 
rod Beov, abrbs kavrcp alrios ^ rod Oapdrov- Cf. Tatian 13. 

46. Tertullian, De anima and De resur, carms, passim^ 

47. Irenaeus, Contra Her., especially III. 18--23; V, 
praef,, 16; Hippol., Refutat., X. 33-34 W. 

48. Irenaeus, V., passim. Like Tertullian, Hippolytus, 
and others, Irenaeus rejected chiliasm and held that six 
thousand years of the world’s history must elapse before 
Christ should return to destroy the Antichrist and reign 
with the saints. 

49. Rejut., X. 34. 4; ykyovas ydp debs' ba-a yap virkpeipas 
irb^r} &p0po3Tros diP, radra kdidov 'bn hfOpoiiros els, bcra 8h TrapaKoXoy- 
9el BeQ, radra irapkx^iP kTi^yyeXrai. Bebs, 6rap BeoTroLr}0^s, d,0<iva- 
ros yeppTjBets. For such a view support would be found in 
the Pauline writings, especially in the Epistle to the Ephe-> 
sians. 

50. Symposium: Diotima’s speech as reported by Soc- 
rates, especially 2iid-2i2a; Rep., YI. 3042., et passim. 

31. Gal., I. 11-12; Eph., III. 3-4. 

32. Irenaeus, Contra. Baer., I. 3-8. 

33. Irenaeus, Contra. Baer., II. 48: esse autem resurrec- 
tionem a mortuis agnitionem eius quae ab eis dicitur veri- 
tatis. Cf. Tertullian, De carnis resur., 19: resurrectionem 
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quoque mortuorum manifeste annuntiatam in imaginariam 
significationem distorquent, asseverantes ipsam etiam mor- 
tem spiritaliter intelligendam. Non enim hanc esse in vero, 
. . . , discidium camis atque animae, sed ignorantiam dei, 
per quam homo mortuus deo, non minus in errore iacuerit 
quam in sepulchre. Itaque et resurrectionem earn vindi- 
candam, qua quis adita veritate redanimatus et revivifi- 
catus deo, ignorantiae morte discussa, velut de sepulchre 
veteris hominis eruperit. 

54. Cf. H. L. Mansel, The Gnostic Heresies in the First 
and Second Centuries, London, 1875; E. de Faye, Gnos- 
tiques et Gnosticisme,^ Paris, 1925; A. Harnack, History of 
Dogma, I. pp. 222-265; n, passim, 

55. Note the significant full title of the Stromateis: 
rQv Kark rijv &\7)drj (l>L\o(TOpLav yvwiTT^KUv iirofxvrjukrojp 
orrpofjiarih. 

56. Strom., II. 12; VII, entire. 

57. On the human soul, see Origen, De prin., II. 8. 10, 7; 
III. I and 4; IV. I. 36; Clement, Paed., Ill i. i; cf. Plato, 
Rep., IV. 436a-44ic; Tim., 69a-72d. On the revelation of 
the Logos and the redemptive death of Christ, see Origen, 
C. Cels., VII. 17; cf. I. 31; Exhort, ad Mart., entire. 

58. Origen, C. Cels,, III. 59-62; VI. 68; VII. 46. Cf. 
In lok., I. 20-22. 

59. De prin., 1 . 6; 11 . 3. 10. ii; III. 6. 4ff.; Set, in 
Psal., I. 5; C. Cels., V, 22 f£. 

60. De prin., III. i. 21: possibile est ut vel a summo 
bono ad infima mala discendat (anima), vel ab ultimis 
malis ad summa bona reparetur. Cf. ibid., I. 6. 3. Yet 
Origen expressly denies that the soul can fall past all re- 
covery in future life. In Rom., V. 10. Also De prin., II. ii. 
4ff. Cf. C. Cels., V. 15; In Luc. Horn., XIV. 

61. Cf. Jerome’s criticism, Ad Avitum {Ep. CXXIV). 

62. Likewise the Mithraists. F. Cumont, Mysteres de 
Mithra, Paris, 1902, pp. 119 f., Eng. trans., pp. 144 f., Chi- 
cago, 1903; id., After Life in Roman Paganism, chs. Ill, 
VI, and VII,, passim. New Haven, 1922. 

63. Clement, Strom., IV. 25; VI. 14; VII. 10. 

64. Origen, C, Cels., VI. 21; De prin., II. 11. 
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65. It must be said that Origen nowhere sets forth these 
views as systematic doctrine, but his belief can be gathered 
from the following passages: In Nnm,, XXI. i; XXVIII. 
2“4. In Math, Comm. Senes, 39, Jerome {Ep. LXXXIV, 
Migne) unjustly charged that Origen taught that Gabriel 
and the Devil would attain the same good in the end. 

66. The ethical arguments of Methodius, however, and 
his view of the human soul as material show in part the 
persistent influence of Stoic doctrines. Cf. E. Buonaiuti, 
“ The Ethics and the Eschatology of Methodius of Olym- 
pus,’’ in Harvard Theol, Rev., XIV. pp. 255 ff. (1921). 

67. Cf. T. L. Shear, The Influence of Plato on St. Basil, 
Baltimore, 1906; C. Gronau, De Basilio, Gregorio Nazian- 
zeno Nyssenoqtie Platonis imitatoribus, Gottingen, 1908; 
Geffcken, Kynika und Verwandtes, Heidelberg, 1909, pp. 
18 ff.; Biittner, Beitrdge zur Ethik Basileios des Grossen, 
Landshut, 1913; Pinault, Le platonisme de St. Gregoire de 
Nazianze, La Roch-sur-Yon Romain, 1925 ; H. F. Cherniss, 
The Platonism of Gregory of Nyssa, Berkeley, Calif., 
1930. 

68. Nos. 27-31, of A.D. 380. 

69. De an. et resur., PG. XL VI, 49 BC and 64 AB: 

kirei dh rots fihv rds ^ 065 ous iieneheTrjKSa-i. tQv A7ro5e£- 

^€6jv, 6 (rvWo'YLorixds iKavbs els Trla-rcv 5ok6l * dk irdvrcoy 

rSjy rexvi-Kcav avgurepaaiiLroiv TTLcrTbrepov eXvaL cb^oXcyetrat 
t 6 Std rS>v Up&v rijs Tpa(f>^s dtSayparoiv ava 4 >aLv 6 p€vov' 
^rjTeiv otpac 8 av kirl rdis elpTjpkvoLs, el i] OebTrvevaTos diSacrKaKia 
rohroLS avp^ykperaL. Cf. 'A. M. "AxuXay, *H xepl LSavatria.^ rijs 
pvxv^ Tov IIK&tcovos ky avyKpicreL irpds rifv Vprjyopbv tov 
Mfftfns, Athens, 1888; K. Gronau, Poseidonius und die 
judisch-christliche Genesisexegese, Leipzig, 1914. 

70. Contra Eunomium, PG. XLV, 54SAff.; cf. In cant, 
cant., PG. XLIV, 777Dff.; de an. et resur., PG. XLVI, 
17A ff. 

71. De an. et resur., PG. XLVI, looC ff.; 148A. 

72. De horn. opif. 16, PG, XLIV, i77Dff. 

73. De VI, PG. XLIV, i269Cff., i272Aff. 

74. De vita Moysis, PG. XLIV, 376D f.; cf. H. Koch, in 
Theol. Quartalsch., LXXX. pp. 397 ff* (1898). 
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75. The controversies over the identity of Macarius and 
concerning the writings that pass under his name do not 
here concern us. (Cf. Christ-Schmidt, Griech. Litteratur^ 
geschichte,^ II. 2. 1386). But the influence of the works 
attributed to him is beyond question. It is improbable that 
Macarius was directly affected by Stoic doctrine to the 
extent claimed by J, Stoflels, “ Makarius der Aegypter auf 
den Faden der Stoa,” in Tkeol. Quartalsch., XCII. pp. 88 ff., 
243 ff. (1910). His views are rather based directly on the 
Bible, not least of all on the Pauline writings; and for 
the most part they accord with views current in his time. 
He differs from his predecessors and contemporaries chiefly 
in emphasis. 

76. PG, XXXIV, 457B, 480 A-C, 893C ff. 496C, 621B ff., 
648C fl. 

77. Ibid., XXXIV, 913C: rd dp 7 )^hpa ravrl rod Uvehixaros 

hepyljlJLara, p,ey6.\o}v iikrpcjiv dcrl, Kai tcop kyyvr6.rcji3 r^s rekudrTj- 
TOS‘ ACrat ydp ai TOiKlKai ttJs x<^P^t"OS TapaKXweis 5 La<f> 6 p 03 s p-lv, 
dStaXet-TTreos dhrois ktrb rod Uvebpiaros kuepyodvrai, hepyelas 
kvkpyGiav TTveCijaaros biabexop^dnis. 'Oirbre yap els rijv reXei&rrjrSL 
ns rod JJpeOparos Karavryareie, Tr&prcop &kpl0S>s ripv itkQoiv 
h.'KOKaBapdeis, Kai 6 \o 3 s rQ UapaKX^rep llvebpan 5 cd rijs d/S^^TOu 
KOLVCJvlas evtodels’ ixetSdi' koI adrr) Kara^LOjOelTj llvevpa 

yepkadaij ebs cnr/Kpadeicra r^ llvedpan rbre SXoy <f>Sis, 6\op 
6X0P di^dTraucns, SKop &yaX\LacrLs, 6\op kybiri], bXop cnrXbyxvci, 
&\op ii,yaj 96 r 7 }s, Kai xPW'rbrrjs ylperac' KrX, Cf. also the entire 
treatise De caritate, 

78. Ibid., XXXIV, 745 "^* *Pip'bkr^ bpacrrLcreirm aoipbrodv 
SiP Tpoapkar 7 }(r<^^ TrpoeSo^aadrjffap al \pvx^i rbre Kai ra creb- 
para avpSo^a^opr ai Kai <l>corL^opraL rfj dTd rov pup TrecfxcrLapep'p 
Kai Sebo^aapkpx) ^'^XV' ^o'ri ydp abrcop oIkos Kai ctktjp'^ Kai 7 r 6 Xts 
6 Kf»ptos, 

749A: * ApdaracTLS rutp peKpwp ypux^v dirb rod pup ytperau 
*Apd<rra(ns 8 h t&p croipdroiP *ev hieLp’p ry iipkpq.. Cf. 581C. 

79. De div. nom., passim, esp. I and XIII: FG. Ill, 
583B ff., 977B ff.; cf. 888B. 

80. De mys. theol., passim: PG. Ill, 997Aff. Cf. St. 
John XVII, 3. 

81. De div. nom., II. 4. ii; IX. 9: PC. Ill, 64oDff., 
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649Bff., 916CD. Cf. De mys. theol II, III: PG. Ill, 
1025 ff.; cf. Proclus, in Tim. Plat.^ 211 B and scholia thereto 
(Vol. I, p, 468 Diehl). 

82. De div. nom.3 IV. 18 ff.: PG. Ill, 7 i 5 Dj 0 i. 

83. The treatises de coel. hier. and de eccl. hier. should 
be consulted entire for a full understanding of these mat- 
ters which can only be touched on here. 

84. De mys, theol., L 3: PG. III. loooCff.: ttSs <2iv rod 
TrdPTOiP kTrkKGiPd, Kai oddep^s odre kavrov oCre krkpov, rQ irapreX&s 
8k i.ypdiicrrc^ rys Trda-rjs ypdjo'iajs dpepepy'/jcrtg., Kard rd Kp^lrrop 
kpodpepos, Kai r^ prjdkp yip^icrKtiP, virkp povp yipiicrKO^P. De div. 
nom., IV. 13: PG. Ill, 7i2Af., where Dionysius supports 
his argument by quoting Paul, Gal., II. 20: i'w 8k, oIk kyd), 

8k hp kpol Xptcrr^s. 

85. De div, nom., VIII. 9: PG. Ill, Sg^Af.; Epist., IV: 
PG. Ill, io72Aff.j cf. ibid., iioSAf. 

86. Etienne H. Gilson, Introduction a Vdtude de Saint- 
Augustin, Paris, 1929, is one of the latest and best books on 
Augustine’s doctrines. It contains, pp. 309-331, a bibli- 
ography of the principal works relating to Augustine and 
his philosophy down to 1927 inclusive. 

87. Solil,, I. 2. 7: Deum et animam scire cupio. Nihilne 
plus? Nihil omnino. Ibid., I. 15. 27: Animam te certe dicis 
et deum velle cognoscere? Hoc est totum negotium meum. 
Nihilne amplius? Nihil prorsus. Ibid,, II. i: Noverim me, 
noverim te. Epist., CXVIII, 3. 13 ff.; De trin., VIII. 3. 4 f.; 
Conf., V. 4; X. 17 ff.; De civ. dei, X. 6; De Gen. ad litt., 
VII. 28: Nunc tamen de anima quam deus inspiravit homini 
sufflando in eius faciem, nihil confirmo, nisi quia ex deo sic 
est, ut non sit substantia dei; et sit incorporea, id est, non 
sit corpus, sed spiritus; cf. De trin., X. 3 ff. 10; Epist., 
CXXXVII. 3. XI. 

In Augustine’s psychology, it is true that he recognizes a 
superior part and inferior part of the soul. For the soul as 
a whole, like most of his predecessors, he employs the gen- 
eral terms anima and animus without distinction; the su- 
perior part, which is the intelligence {mens, ratio), he 
names spiritus or animus in this narrower sense. The in- 
ferior, which includes the senses and vital force, he dis- 
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tinguishes by anima. {De trin., XV. i. i; De anima et eius 
orig,, IV. 22 f.) 

88. De quant, an., XIII. 22; De civ. dei, 1 . 13; X. 29; 
De anima et eius orig., II. 2 f. ; IV. 2 ; Epist., CXXXVII, 
3. II ; cf. De quant, an., 1 . 32, 69; De mor. eccl. cath., I. 

27. 52. 

89. De trin., XIII. 9: Fides autem ista totum hominem 
futurum, qui utique constat ex anima et corpore ; et ob hoc 
beatum, non argumentatione humana sed divina auctoritate 
promittit. 

90. Plotinus’s arguments for the immortality of the soul 
are virtually all given in Enn., IV. 7. 

91. De Gen. ad Utt,, X. i ff.; cf. De civ. dei, X. 31. 

92. Solil., II. 12-19. 

93. Plot., Enn., VII. 3 ; Aug,, De immort., 3 ff. 

94. De trin., XIII. 8 ; cf . ibid. 3 ; also De civ. dei, X. i ; 
XI. 27. 

93, De trin., XIII. 9. 

96. On original sin, grace, etc., see especially the follow- 
ing works: De libero arbitrio PL. XXXII, 1221 ff.; De di^- 
versis quaest. ad Simplicianum' XL, 102 ff,; De gratia 
Christi et de peccato originali XLIV, 359 ff.; De gratia et 
libero arbitrio, ibid., 881 ff.; De correptione et gratia, ibid., 
913 ff,; De praedestione sanctorum, ibid., 939 ff.; De dono 
perseverantiae, ibid., 993 ff . 

On the fate of the soul after death, consult: De Gen. ad 
Utt, VIII. s; XII. 32 ff.; De civ. dei, XIX. 27!.; XXL 10; 
XXII. 29 f. 

97. See Ueberweg-Geyer, Grundriss d. Gesch. d. Phil., 
Aufl., Berlin, 1928, II, pp. 743 ff. for a full bibliography 

on the life and works of St. Thomas, For a selected bibliog- 
raphy consult Maurice De Wulf, Histoire de la philosophic 
midiivale, 3”^® ed., Louvain, 1923, II, pp. 30 ff. 

98. See Prol. to S. Theol., 1 . q. i, 1-8. and 5 . c. 
gent, I. 4-8. 

99. Com. ad Arist. de anima, III, 8 (431b, 21 ff.) lect. 13: 
intellectus est quaedam potentia receptiva omnium for- 
marum intelligibilium et sensus est quaedam potentia re- 
ceptiva omnium formarum sensibilium; S, Theol.; I, qq. 
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84-89. Cf. N. Kaufmann^ '^Die Erkenntnisslehre des hi. 
Thomas,” in Philos. Jahrh., II. 22 ff. (1889). A. Schneider, 

Der Gedanke der Erkenntniss des Gleichen dutch Gleiches 
in antiker und patristischer Zeit,” in Festschrift fur Cl. 
Baeumker, Beitrage, Suppl. II. 65 ff. (1923). 

100. Prol. to 5 . Theol.j I q. i.; 2, a. i. Cf. Augustine’s 
credo ut intelligam; also William James, The Will to Be- 
lievCf for a forceful modern application of an ancient 
principle. 

101. S. Theol.f I. q. 2, a, 2-3; 5 . c. gent., I, c. 13. 
The five proofs are in brief as follows: (1) the fact 
that movement and change demand that we postulate an 
immovable mover; otherwise we must suppose that the 
series of movers and of objects moved is infinite, which 
would be equivalent to denying all real motion or change; 
(2) from the chain of causation that we observe every- 
where, we must postulate a higher cause which operates on 
the lower causes; otherwise we are forced to believe here 
in an infinite chain, which would be to deny all genuine 
causation; (3) the distinction between the possible and the 
necessary: since the possible depends on the necessary, while 
the necessary depends on another necessary being or on 
itself, therefore we must postulate either an endless series, 
which is impossible, or a necessary independent being, which 
is the cause of all other necessary and contingent beings; 
(4) since Being, Goodness, Truth, and similar perfections 
are found in varying degrees in finite and limited beings, 
there must be some supreme and perfect Being which 
possesses these qualities in their perfection and in which ail 
others share; (5) we see about us creatures which, al- 
though possessing no knowledge, still work toward an end 
which is best; therefore we are forced to believe that such 
creatures are guided by an intelligent Being. 

While these proofs mainly go back to Aristotle, Thomas 
naturally was indebted to many thinkers nearer himself 
in time, chiefly Albertus Magnus, Avicenna, and Mai- 
monides. 

102. On the existence, nature, and power of God see 
especially 5 . TheoL, I. qq, 1-44; S. c. gent., 1 entire; cf. 

[181] 



THE IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL 


De ente et essentia, passim. On creation, see 5 , TheoL, I. 
45-74; S. c. gent., 11 . 1-38; III. 65. 

103. S. TheoL, I. q. 4. i: Primum autem principium ma- 
teriale imperfectissimum est. Cum enim materia, in quantum 
hujusmodi sit in potentia, oportet quod primum prin- 
cipium materiale sit maxime in potentia et ita maxime im- 
perfectum. Also De ente et essentia, 2: Materia non quoli- 
bet modo accepta est individuationis principium, sed solum 
materia signata. Et dico materiam signalam quae sub 
determinatis dimensionibus consideratur. Cf. Aristotle, 
Metaph,. I. 6. 988a. 3. 

104. S. TheoL, I. q. 12; I-II. passim; S. c. gent,, III. 24- 
63; 147-163. 

105. S, c. gent., IV. 27-78. 

106. Ibid., IV. 79-97. 

107. See P. H. Wicksteed, Dante and Aquinas, London 
and New York, 1913; E. Bullough, Dante, the Poet of St. 
Thomas, Cambridge, Eng., 1925. 

108. Consult Bernard’s four works: De consider atione, 
De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae, De diligendo deo, De 
gratia et libero arbitrio, and the Sermones in cantica canti- 
corum, PL. 182, 183, for his views. He was influenced pri- 
marily by Augustine, the Song of Songs, and the Pauline 
and Johannine writings of the New Testament. Bonaven- 
tura’s mysticism appears most clearly in his Itinerarium 
mentis in deum, V. pp. 293 ff. in Quaracchi edition. 

109. For a convenient presentation of modern Roman 
Catholic psychological views, consult the able Psychology ° 
of Professor Michael Maher, S. J., New York, Longmans, 
1909, from which (p. 461) my quotation is taken. 

no. Cf. McTaggart, Studies in Hegelian Cosmology, 
pp. 41 ff,; A. Seth Pringle-Pattison, The Idea of Immor- 
tality, 1922, pp. 123 ff., 168 ff. for criticism of McTaggart ’s 
views; and pp. 62 ff. for a discussion of the relation of mind 
and body; Royce, The Conception of Immortality, Inger- 
soU Lecture, 1900, from which (pp. 73, 80) I quote. 

Pringle-Pattison, op. cit., p. 103, puts the matter clearly: 

” It is only the self-conscious spirit — a being who can make 
himself his own object and contemplate himself as a self — 
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that attains individuality and independence in an ultimate 
sense,” 

There are, however, weighty authorities opposed to such 
concepts: Spinoza, for example, regarded personality as an 
unreal appearance, and in our own time Bradley and Bosan- 
quet have taken very much the same view. Yet it seems 
to many that such a conclusion fails to take into account 
man’s consciousness of himself as an individual and an 
agent — which consciousness may be held to be a primary 
fact of experience, if conscious experience have any signifi- 
cance whatever. 

111. Jonathan Edwards, on his severer side, will serve 
as a horrible example from recent times. 

112. Compare Dante, Inferno, III. 342,: 

Questo misero modo 
Tengon Vanime triste di coloro 
CM visser senza infamia e senza lodo. 

Mischiate sono a quel cattivo coro 
DegU angeli eke non furon ribelli, 

Ne fur fedeli a Dio, ma fer sh foro. 

Cacciarli i del per non esser men belli; 

iV^ lo profondo Inferno li riceve, 

Che alcuna gloria i rei avrebber d^elli. 

113. Ez., XVIII. 4. 20; Rom,, VI. 23. It is true that 
the interpretation of these texts may be a matter for dis- 
pute, and that other texts could be quoted in opposition; 
but such facts have seldom deterred those who put their 
trust in proof texts. See “ Conditional Immortality ” in 
Hasting’s Encydopaedia of Religion and Ethics, 

1 14. Cf. Pringle-Pattison, op. cit., pp. 95 ff*; and Pfe- 
tavel-Olliff, Le problhme de VimmortaliU, Paris, 1892, pas- 
sim, and in particular I, pp. 13 ff.; 240 ff. 

1 13. Cf. the works by Royce, McTaggart, and Pringle- 
Pattison referred to above. 
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